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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue sustness under the Bankruptcy and Companies 
ing-up) Acts will for the future be transacted by Mr. 
RIGHT. 


ra 





THERE 1s some reason to suppose that, notwithstanding the 
terms of the above announcement, the arrangement is not 
likely to be permanent. The circuit duties of a judge of the 
Queen’s Bench Division render his appoin tment as the winding- 

up judge very undesirable. Why d not the business 
distributed among the judges of the Chancery Division as in the 
old days, or, at all events, vested in one of the judges of that 
—., aa is always accessible and thoroughly familiar with 
@ wor 





WE Anz requested, for the convenience of the peetonsion, te 
repeat the announcement we made last week, that th i 
phn judgment in default of defence t Ore 


with by ond. 90, x. 1 (0). 


Ir 1s well settled that a company incorporated under the 





Companies Acts cannot, by any provisions in the memoran- 
dum or articles of association, escape from the fundam 

condition that every share must be issued subject to the pay- 
ment of - — ay soglalioad either in “Th rh! Feed means 
protected y a duly ro ———e e evelopment 
was given to this doctrine in We (45 W. R. 508), 
where the House of Lords h het amount was pay- 
able, even though there were no claims of creditors in question, 
and the calls were made a for the adjustment of the rights 
of contributories inter se milar principle has now been 
applied by Bynnz, J., in deciding that a company cannot by its 
articles p Severs a contributory 0 he the a ye to petition for a 


win up of the com section a of the 
Compo At ae tn or winding-up petition 
of the co y no up 
should be prosenta: by a member unless with the consent in 
writing of not less than two-thirds of the board of directors, or 





in pursuance of a resolution passed by a majority at a — 
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meeting, or unless the Peg voenne or petitioners should hold not 
less than one-fifth of the issued capital of the company upon 
which all calls should have been paid. An attempt was made 
to support this provision upon the familiar ground that the 
articles form s contract between the members and the company, 
and that a member was prohibited by his contract from bringing 
a Dreger unless the requirements of the article had been com- 
plied with. But it seems probable that the contract is only 
alid in so far as it deals with matters which the statutes 
have left open, and that members cannot by a provision in the 
articles be deprived of a right which has been expressly con- 
| ferred upon them by the Legislature. Such rights appear to be 
, as much a part of the constitution of the company as the liability 
to pay the nominal value of shares. Looking at the matter from 
@ practical point of view, this result is clearly required in the 
interest of investors. It is rare, as Byrvz, J., pointed out, that 
& person who is applying for shares in a company first peruses 
the articles, and it would be an extremely unfortunate state of 
things if the safeguards which the Companies Acts have provided 
could be dispensed with by provisions inserted at the instance 
of the promoters. Notwithstanding the above clause, therefore, 
@ petition presented by a shareholder in the company was 
allowed to be proceeded with. 





Lorp Hatssury’s usual good-humoured equanimity appears 
to have been considerably perturbed by the recent storm of 
criticism. Veiling his remarks under the guise of eulogy of 
the late Master of the Rolls, he said, at the Lord Mayor’s 
banquet, that Viscount Esuxr was a great lawyer, and added: 
“In saying that I am aware that 1 am expressing a different 
opinion from that of those gentlemen who are good enough to 
arrogate to themselves all wisdom and a perfect knowledge of 
everything.” But, so far as we know, this is the opinion which 
was expressed by the organs of public opinion upon Lord 
Esue’s retirement. We are not aware of any public comments 
which were inconsistent with this view. Who, then, can the 
“ gentlemen” be who are referred to in these very scorching 
terms? Surely not any public commentator on Lord Esuzr’s 
career? But for Hatspury proceeded to point his moral by 
ry Bes crowning merit of the late Master of the Rolls. 
‘“* Besides being a great lawyer, he was a high-minded English 
gentleman. He cared nothing whatever for the momentary 
opinion. He did what he thought was right, and cared not 
for commentary or blame if, in his view, he was doing what 
was right and just, still less if he thought that commentary 
was tainted with the poisoned breath of political animosity.” 
Nov, we do not recall any instance in which Lord Esner suf- 
fered at all from public commentary or blame, still less from 
“cc ; 


breath litical animggijty.”’ He was pre- 
eminently a shrewd man of the world, not in the least likely 


\to go out of his way to raise up enemies. These observations 
must be taken to have indirect reference to the action of an- 
other nage, and it is worth while to consider whether 
they bear the test of examination. According to the Lord 

, the characteristic of ‘‘a high-minded English 

tleman”’ is that he holds the test of the rightness and 
ustice of an act to be his own view that it is right and just. 
he thinks that what he is doing is right and just he may 
be altogether callous to the opinion of others. That was the 
ion of Diocznzs, but is it not rather odd doctrine to be 
laid down by the Keeper of the Queen’s Conscience? Suppose 
“a high-minded mo gentleman” thinks it “right and 
just’ that he should marry his deceased wife’s sister. He 
the existing state of the law wrong and unjust. He 

may entrench himself in his sense of rectitude, and personally 
bear with equanimity the reflections of his acquaintances. But 
is he — in paying no regard to the social stigma which 
will be inflicted on the woman he proposes to marry, and on 
the offspring of the union? So, we may ask, when a judicial 
appointment is proposed to be made which the appointor may 
consider “‘ right and just,” but which he knows will not be so 
considered by the legal profession and the public, is the ap- 
intor justified in ignoring the consideration of the injury to 
reputation of the Bench likely to be occasioned by an 


political job? Is not the 





AN INTERESTING point arisin 
Act, 1894, was decided by a 
Kennepy, JJ.) in the case of Lewis v. Poole (ante p. 14). The 
question was as to the right of custody of the tithe appor- 
tionment and map of a rural parish. The Tithe Act, 1846 (6 & 
7 Will. 4, c. 71), ss. 63, 64, provides for the annexation of the 
map to the instrument of a ogres and enacts that one 
copy of the instrument s. deposited with the incumbent 
and churchwardens of the parish, and shall be kept by them 
with the public books, writings, and papers of the parish.” 
The Tithe Act of 1860, s. 28, enacts that when a person other 
than the persons legally entitled to possession of these documents 
is actually in possession of them, two justices, upon the applica- 
tion of any persons interested in the lands or rent-charge, may 
order the documents to be removed from their existing custody 
and to be deposited in such other custody as the justices, having 
reference to their security and due preservation, and to the con- 
venience of the ies interested, think fit. This being the 
state of the law when the Local Government Act, 1894, came 
into operation, that Act, by section 17 (8), provided that certain 
church registers and all other documents containing entries 
relating to the affairs of the church, except “documents directed 
by law to be kept with the public books, writings, and papers 
of the parish,” should remain as provided by the existing law, 
and that all other public books, &., of the parish, and all 
documents directed by law to be kept therewith, should either 
remain in their existing custody or ‘‘be deposited in such 
custody as the parish council may direct”; and the county 
council is to determine any difference as to custody or access, 
In the recent case the tithe apportionment and map were in the 
custody of the incumbent in the year 1895 ; in that year the parish 
council resolved that they should be placed in their own custody, 
The incumbent refused to give them up, and on the application 
of the parish council the county council made an order (finally 
drawn up and sealed in February, 1897) that they should be 
deposited in such custody as the parish council should direct. 
The incumbent still declining to with them, the chairman 
of the parish council applied, under section 28 of the Act of 1860, 
for an order that the documents be deposited in the custody of 
the parish council. The justices declined jurisdiction. Upon 
the appeal, the court had little difficulty in holding that the 

arish council were entitled to the custody ; it would have been 
viffioult to hold otherwise having regard to the language of the 
sections of the Acts of 1846 and 1894 above referred to. The 
further question arose as to whether the justices had juris- 
diction to make the order under section 28 of the Act of 
1860. That section clearly contemplates a judicial act on the 
part of the justices, and in the present case they were merely 
asked to make a ministerial order to give effect to the decision 
of the county council. The court, however, held that the effect 
of the Local Government Act, 1894, was to give the justices 
jurisdiction to make such a ministerial order. This decision is 
in accordance with good sense; were the law otherwise it is 
difficult to imagine by what machinery effect could be given to 
an order which a county council is expressly empowered to make 
by section 17 (8) of the Local Government Act, 1894. 





Ar THE Worship-street police-court this week a married 
woman applied for, and obtained, an order nst her husband 
for maintenance under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married 
Women) Act, 1895, on the ground of his desertion. The facts 
were peculiar, aid raised a somewhat interesting point of law. 
It was proved that the woman had some time previously left her 
husband of her own accord, and had taken out a summons for 
maintenance against him under the same Act, on the ground 
that he had been guilty of coor ome cruelty towards her, and 
by such cruelty had caused her to leave him. In these proceed- 
ings, however, she was unsuccessful, as the magistrate found 
that the charge of cruelty had not been 





appointment which, to the world at large, will appear to bea 


her back, hence the second summons. The question 
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whether, under such circumstances, the refusal of a husband to 
resume cohabitation amounts in law to desertion. a wet 
trate was of opinion that such refusal did constitute d on, 
but offered to state a case for the decision of the High Court. 
Unfortunately, however, it seems to be improbable that the 
parties will carry the matter further. It is not easy to reconcile 
the magistrate’s decision with cases decided by the High Court. 
In Pope v. Pope (36 W. R. 125, 20 Q. B. D, 76) the parties were 
living apart By mutual consent, when the husband, having ceased 
to pay the agreed weekly sum, was proceeded against for main- 
tenance under the Married Women (Maintenance in Oase of 
Desertion) Act, 1886. It was held, however, that there was no 
evidence of desertion, as desertion ‘‘ implies that the parties 
are living together at the time when the desertion takes 
place.” In the later case of Reg. v. Leresche (40 W. R. 2; 
1891, 2 Q. B. 418) the circumstances were similar; but in this 
case, after the husband had refused to continue the payments 
required by the separation agreement, the wife had offered to 
resume cohabitation. Nevertheless the Court of Appeal held 
that there was no desertion, as desertion implies an active with- 
drawal from a cohabitation that exists, while here cohabita- 
| tion had ceased by mutual consent, and that the refusal of the 
husband to return to cohabitation could not amount to construc- 
tive desertion. The court also cited with ry pe the judg- 
ment in Fitzgerald vy. Fitzgerald (L. R. 1 P. & D. 694), in which 
it was said fhat‘‘ desertion implies an active withdrawal from a 
cohabitation that exists. . . If the state of cohabitation 
has already ceased to exist, whether by the adverse act of hus- 
band or wife, or even by mutual consent of both, ‘desertion’ 
becomes from that moment impossible to either—at least, until 
their common life and home have been resumed.” These two 
last-mentioned cases were recently commented upon by the two 
judges of the Probate, &c., Division, sitting as a Divi- 
sional Court, in Bradshaw v. Bradshaw (45 W. R. 142; 1897, P. 
24). Both judges agreed that Cohabitation may possibly exist 
although the parties de not live under the same roof, as in the 
not uncommon case of married domestic servants; but they also 
agreed that there cannot be desertion of a wife by a husband 
lunless an existing state of cohabitation is broken by some act 









| of desertion. pp ying these principles to the recent case, we 
| find that the wife herself deliberately 





put an end to the state o 












Blty. e 
4 ; , that she had left him without 
sufficient cause. It must be assumed, therefore, that the woman 
had wrongfully put an end to the previously-existing cohabita- 
tion, and, on the strength of the authorities above referred to, 
it is submitted that the husband’s subsequent refusal to resume 
cohabitation cannot in law amount to desertion, and that the 
magistrate should have refused the woman’s application. 









AN IMPORTANT question as to the procedure to be adopted 
when an arbitrator refuses to state a case for the opinion of the 
court has been decided by the Court of Appeal in Re Palmer § 
Co. and Hosken & Co. By section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, it is provided that an arbitrator may at any stage of the 
proceedings under a reference, and shall, if so directed by the 
court or a judge, state in the form of a special case for the 
_— of the court any question of law arising in the course 
of the reference. The operation of this provision is clear if the 
arbitrator, upon request being made, consents to state a case, 
and it is also clear if, although he himself declines to state a 
a case, he adjourns the hearing of the reference for the purpose 
of enabling application to be made tothecourt. But no expross 
provision is made for the case where the arbitrator refuses to 
state a case and also refuses to adjourn the hearing. Under 
such circumstances the reference must proceed, and the award 
will be made without the party whose application for a case has 
been refused having any opportunity of securing the interven- 
tion of the court. In the case in question a dispute had arisen 
with respect to short delivery of a cargoof wheat, and the directors 
of the Liverpool Corn Trade Association, to whom an ap 
had been set against the award of the arbitrators, ref to 
state a case at the request of the buyers of the cargo with refer- 
ence to the liability of the sellers to make good the deficiency ; 
and also refused to adjourn the proceedings. But under section 





19 of the Act it is clearly the right of the who in good 
faith wishes to have a case to obtain, if he can, an order 
of the court overruling the refusal of the arbitrator, and this is 
— bre a arbitrator is bound to respect. The remed 
of the i platy onsen een nee whick 
enables the cox , in the even an arbitrator misconducting 
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a@ proper manner. An arbitrator, for instance, is guilty of 
misconduct if he hears, or receives evidence from, one party in 
the absence of another. Hence there is uct when an 
arbitrator deprives a party of his right to apply to the court to 
have a case stated, and accordingly the court may either set the 
award aside or may act under the more general power of section 
10, and remit the award with a direction that a case is to be 
stated. In Re Palmer & Co. and Hosken & Co. the Oourt of 
Appeal upheld the order of Day, J., adopting the latter 
alternative. 





Tue pxctsion of the Divisional Court in Gallagher v. Rudd 
(ante, p. 15) is of considerable importance as settling a point on 
which there seems to have been a good deal of misunderstanding, 
although really the point appears to be one of no difficulty. The 
appellant was the r of a theatre at Stockton, and he had 
been convicted by the justices of the borough of selling liquor 
during prohibited hours—+.¢., after 11 p.m., shortly after the 


theatre bad closed. From this conviction he to the High 
Court, but failed in convincing the judges there was any- 


thing improper in his conviction. law seems very clear. 
The managers of a properly-licensed theatre do not require a 
licence from justices to sell intoxicating liquors, but they do 
require an excise licence so to do under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 39, s. 7. 
Now, section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1874, provides that ‘all 
premises in which intoxicating liquors are sold by retail shall be 
closed’ at certain times which are therein stated. Section 9 
then goes on to provide that ‘‘any who, during the 


time at which premises for the sale of intoxicating liquors are 
directed to be closed by or in pursuance of this sells or 


exposes for sale in such premises” any liquor, shall be liable to a 
penalty. It will be noticed that the Act ——— says “all 
premises,” and there seems little to a ao e ment that 
these words should be read as equi t to “all premises 
licensed by justices.” The question, moreover, seems to have 
been already decided by the High Court in Martin v. Barker 
(29 W. R. 789). In that case appellant held merely an 
excise licence to sell spirits to be consumed off the premises. He 
was, however, convicted of selling such liquor during prohibited 
hours, and on appeal this convi was upheld. wxins, J., 
said, ‘It has been argued that section 3 only applies to premises 
licensed by justices for the sale of intoxicating liquors, but 
there is nothing in the Act of 1874 which indicates this conclu- 
sion. We have been referred to the Act of 1872, but by section 
73 (2) of that Act it was —<_, contemplated that there might 
be premises used for the sale of intoxicating liquors for which 
a licence by justices was not uired. This very section 
recognizes a sale of intoxicating liquors in pursuance of an 
excise licence, not only wholesale but retail.” 








The articles on “‘ The Compulsory Summons for Directions ” which 
recently appeared in this journal have been revised and added to 
the writer, and are now published by Messrs. Sweet & Maxwell as a 
separate pamphlet. It constitutes a practical treatise on 
order 30, bringing together the numerous points of difficulty arising 
thereon, side by side with suggestions for surmounting them. 


Among the numerous | diaries which are before the profession 
Sweet & Maxwell's Diary for Lawyers, 1898, has several disti 
features. It contains a ‘‘ Courts ” giving the names of the 


officials in the Royal Courts and shewing the position of their 
respective rooms ; e time-tables in the Supreme Court, bank- 
ruptcy, and the county courts, and for appearance on writs served 


out of the jurisdiction, and shewin aggre’ Pemppee An 
districts and bankruptcy county court with a variety of 
other matters. There are some convenient tables of convey- 
ancers’ stamp duties, edited by Mr. F. Stroud. 
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JUDICIAL REPEAL OF THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 
Il, 


Ir should be observed that the decision in He Zibbits’ Estates, 
that after the execution of the disentailing assurance and re- 
settlement the sale had to be made under the powers conferred 
by the compound settlement formed by these instruments and 
the original settlement, is not only wrong if the above reason- 
ing is correct, but it is in express contradiction to Re Knowles’ 
Settled Estates (27 Ch. D. 707), in which case land was settled 
on A. for life, with remainder to her children by B. as he 
should appoint; B. appointed to C., a daughter, in fee; C. 
settled her remainder on her marriage, and it was held by 
Pearson, J., that the original settlement was the settlement 
under the Act. 

That part of the decision in Re Zibbits’ Estates which declared 
that the trustees under the original settlement were, after the 
charges created by Mrs. Tissits on her life estate, on her 
several marriages, incompetent to give discharges for purchase- 
moneys, so that trustees of the compound settlement, formed 
of all these instruments, had to be appointed for that purpose, 
turned on the construction of the Settled Land Act, 1890, s. 4 
(1), which provides that : 

**Every instrument whereby a tenant for life, in consideration of 
marriage, or as part or by way of any family arrangement, not being a 
eecurity for payment of money advanced, makes an assignment of or 
creates a charge upon his estate or interest under the settlement, is to be 
deemed one of the instruments creating the settlement, and not an instru- 
ment vesting in any person any right as assignee for value within the 
meaning or operation of section fifty of the Act of 1882.”’ 

The object of this provision is obvious; it is to render it 
unnecessary for a person entitled to pin money, &c., charged on 
the life interest of the tenant for life to concur in the exercise of 
his statutory powers: see Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 50. There 
is, perhaps, some little difficulty in the construction of the 
section, depending on the meaning of the word “settlement.” 
It is clear that where the Act speaks of the tenant for life 
assigning or charging “‘ his estate or interest under the settle- 
ment,” by ‘‘ the settlement ” is meant a settlement existing at 
the date of the assignment or charge; and where, as part of 
the same sentence, it is said that the instrument by which the 
assignment or charge is made “is to be deemed one of the 
instruments creating the settlement,” the words “ the settle- 
ment” must bear the same meaning in both places—in other 
words, the subsequent instrument is to be deemed to be one of 
the instruments by which the original settlement was created, 
and therefore the trustees of that settlement remain trustees for 
= purposes of the Settled Land Acts after the execution of the 
charge. 

There is another, and perhaps a more potent, argument 
against the decisions in Re Meade’s Settled Estates and Re Tibbits’ 
Estates. In each case the decision was to the effect that an 
instrument executed while there existed a tenant for life, and 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, of a settlement, 
forming together with the original settlement a compound 
s>ttlement, prevented the exercise by the tenant for life of the 
powers conferred on him by the Act as tenant for life under the 
original settlement. Now, the Settled Land Act, 1882, provides 
by section 51 (1), that 

If in a settlement, will, assurance, or other instrument executed or 
made before cr after, or partly before and partly after, the com- 
mencement of this Act, a provision is inserted purporting or attempting, by 
way of direction, declaration, or otherwise, to forbid a tenant for iife to ex- 
ercise any power under this Act, or attempting or tending or intended, by a 
limitation, gift, or disposition over of settled land, or by a limitation, gift, 
or disposition of other real or any personal property, or by the imposition 
of any condition, or by forfeiture, or in any other manner whatever, to 
prohibit or prevent him from exercising, or to induce him to abstain from 
exercising, or to put him into a position inconsistent with his exercising, 
any power under this Act, that provision, as far as it purports or attempts 
or tends, or is intended to have, or would or might have, the operation 
aforesaid, shall be deemed to be void. 

This provision may be stated concisely as follows: “If 
in any instrument a provision is inserted attempting or 
tendiog in any manner to prevent the tenant for life from 
exercising, orto put him in a position inconsistent with his 
exercising, any power under this Act, that provision, so far as 
it attempts or tends or might have that operation, shall be 





deemed to be void.” If the above-mentioned decisions are 
correct, the subsequent instrument contained a provision pre- 
venting the tenant for life from exercising his powers under the 
Act unless he obtained an order of the court yee trustees 
of the compound settlement ; non-constat that he will obtain the 
order, and even if eventually he obtains it, there might be an 
interval of time after the 6xecution of the jointure deed and 
before the order is obtained; during which he would be unable to 
exercise his statutory powers. It appears, therefore, that, to 
the extent to which the execution of the subsequent instrament 
created a compound settlement, it put the tenant for life in a 
position inconsistent with his exercising the statutory powers 
under the original settlement, and that it must therefore to that 
extent be Ba 

Notwithstanding the reasons for believing that the above-men- 
tioned decisions are incorrect, it will be necessary for the prac- 
titioner to act as if they were correct, and the following points, 
some of which have been before mentioned, should be attended to, 

(1) In every settlement there should be inserted, either au 
express power of sale, or a provision that ‘‘ The said A. and B., 
or the survivor of them, or other the trustees or trustee of these 
presents, shall be the trustees or trustee of these presents, and 
of every compound settlement consisting of these presents and 
any other instrument or instruments for the purpose of the Set- 
tled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890.” If the latter plan is adopted, it 
may be safer to insert in every instrument, which together with 
the original settlement may form a compound settlement, a 
declaration that ‘‘the persons or person who shall for the time 
being be the trustees or trustee for the purposes of the Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of the recited indenture of, &c. (or 
will—i.¢., the original settlement), shall be the trustees or trustee 
for the like purposes of the compound settlement formed by the 
recited indenture of, &c. (or will) and these presents.” 

(2) Every instrument which together with the original 
settlement may constitute a compound settlement should be 
abstracted, except in cases where either of the schemes men- 
tioned in the last preceding paragraph has been adopted. 

(3) If a compound settlement exists, the vendor’s solicitor 
should either procure trustees of that settlement to be appointed, 
or should be prepared to advise his client to go to the Oourt of 
Appeal on a vendor and purchaser summons. Of course this 
will be unnecessary if the tenant for life is created under the 
last of the instruments creating the compound settlement, and 
the sale is made subject to the provisions of the earlier instru- 
ments, or with the concurrence of the beneficiary under those 
instruments, of, in cases where the provisions of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, s. 5, are applicable. 

(4) On the investigation of the title, the purchaser’s solicitor 
should make inquiries whether any instrument creating a com- 
pound settlement has been executed. If he meets with a refusal 
to answer his inquiries (see Ford §& Hill, 10 Ch. D. 365), he may 
reasonably point out the serious consequences that may follow 
if the vendor, or his solicitor, knowingly conceals the fact that 
such instrument has been executed (see 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, 6. 
24). In those very dangerous cases, above referred to, where 
a small part of a large property has been sold off, the vendor 
will on a subsequent sale probably be unable, even if williag, 
to answer the inquiries, but in these cases it will often happen 
that the truth will appear on inquiries made in the neighbour- 
hood. 

(5) There remains to be considered the question upon what 
terms a willing purchaser may complete, without requiring the 
appoiotment of trustees of the compound settlement, or requir- 
iog the whole or part, as the case may be, of the purchase 
money to be paid into court under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
s. 5, for the purpose of satisfying pin money charged on the life 
estate of the vendor, or jointures or portions charged under the 
powers of the settlement. It must be remembered that the 
purchaser’s solicitor may, if the plan adopted fails to protect 
the purchaser, be liable to an action for negligence unless he 
explains the risk to his client and receives from him instructions 
to complete notwithstanding the risk, and retains evidence that 
this has been done. Probably the safest plan is for the 


solicitor to obtain from the client a letter in which the latter 
states in his own words what he understands the risk to be, and 
directs the solicitor to complete. : 
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t must be remembered that any indemnity given by way of 
sr only may in the event be insufficient, for although the 
covenantee may at the time when he enters into the covenant 
be rich, his estate may be insolvent at the time when the 
covenant is broken, which will probably be after his death. 

Assuming that the purchaser is willing to rely on the 
covenants by the vendor implied by his conveyieg as ‘‘ beneficial 
owner,” the usual proviso restricting his liability to the acts of 
himself and persons claiming under him should not be inserted, 
unless he is himself the settlor (see 1 K.& E, 411). If he is the 
settlor, the jointress and portioners are persons claiming under 
him, and, therefore, the covenant restricted by the proviso 
extends to their claims ; but if he is not the settlor, they do not 
claim under him, and the covenant restricted by the proviso does 
not extend to their claims, and will be useless. 

Probably, notwithstanding the risks attending an indemnity 
given by way of covenant only, the plan of taking a convey- 
ance from the vendor “as beneficial owner” without the proviso 
restricting his liability will often be adopted, but, for the 
reasons above stated, it is somewhat dangerous, especially if the 
purchaser intends to build on the land. 

Where the vendor, or one of his predecessors in title, pur- 
chased for value from a tenant for life, and paid the purchase- 
money to the trustees of the settlement, re it can be shewn 
that a compound settlement existed at the date of the sale, the 
only safe plan will be to reject the title. 








RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURIS- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE, 


Cases of more or less importancs to suitors and the profession 
affecting the county courts have, during the legal year just 
expired, been determined in the Supreme Oourt. To these 
reference must, in accordance with an established custom of this 
journal, now be made. It will be found that the decisions 
comprised in this article are somewhat less numerous than 
usual, This, however, is clearly not attributable to any fallin 
off in the business in the county courts, which is still maintain 
at a very high figure; bunt it is, we believe, due, in no small 
measure, to the more accurate knowledge now possessed by the 

rofession and suitors of county court jurisdiction and practice, 
. reason of which fewer mistakes are now made than hereto- 
fore in the conduct of litigation in the county courts, Such a 
degree of practical knowledge as now obtains amongst the 
profession and public on these subjects is, after all, but the 
necessary outcome of a wider experience derived from constant 
recourse to these inferior tribunals which are so rapidly develop- 
ing into courts of first instance, not merely for small debt cases, 
but for causes fit for trial in the High Court itself. 

The powers and jurisdiction of the county courts have occasioned 
several decisions to which it is desirable, in the first instance, 
to call attention. In Reg. v. Turner (45 W. R. 316; 1897, 1 
Q. B. 445) it was held that, under section 74 of the Oounty 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c, 43)—whereby an action may 
be commenced, by leave of the judge, against a defendant 
resident out of the district, if the cause of action arose wholly or 
den within the district—the judge is not bound, having satis- 

himself as to the bare facts, to allow a summons to be 
issued. On the contrary, the judge has discretion to refuse 
leave, though he be satisfied that the cause of action was such 
as to give him power to grant the summons if he had thought 
fittodo so. Moreover, as was pointed out by Waicur, J., in the 
case under consideration, the judge is expressly obliged by the 
County Court Rules, 1889, to exercise a discretion in each case, 
it being provided by ord. 5, r, 9a, that “ the judge or registrar 
shall duly consider the facts disclosed by the affidavit and 
exercise his discretion in each case as to the t or refusal of 
leave, in accordance with the circumstances.” a 
of the enactment above referred to, under which the jurisdiction 
is exercised, is permissive seems clear from previous cases where 
it was held that similar words had not necessarily a compulsory 
force, but were quite susceptible of a discreti sense: see 
Julius v. The Bishop of Oxford (28 W. R. 726, 5 App. Cas. 214) 
= Reg. v. The York and North Midland Railway Co. (1 El, & 

. 858). 





In Wood v. Middleton (45 W. R. 184; 1897, 1 Oh. 151) 
the power of a county court to order service of 
out of the jurisdiction was involved. There the pian 
claimed a legacy of £100 from the defendant, who was 
trustee of a will. The defendant was described as resi- 
dent in Scotland, and consequently out of the jurisdiction of 
an English county court. Ultimately, on its discovered 
that the testator’s estate exceeded £500 (the 7 limit, in 
equity cases, of county court jurisdiction), the county court 
judge made an order transferring the action to the High Court. 

efore, however, the making of this order, the registrar of the 
county court, on the strength of an affidavit deposing to the fact of 
the defendant’s residence in Scotland, gave leave to serve the 
defendant there, which was accordingly done, It was held that 
such service was authorized by ord. 51, r. 23, of the County Court 
Rules, 1889, and that, though such rule was wider than the 
ee a | ~~ Court rule, it was, nevertheless, a rule 
which. might lawfully be made by the authorities under 
section 164 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and that therefore 
no objection to the jurisdiction could be raised in the county 
court, but that, on the transfer of the action to the High Oour*, 
= defendant was not debarred from urging the same objection 

ere. 

One case, affecting the admiralty jurisdiction of the county 
courts, must next be referred to—namely, Wells v. The Owners 
of the Gas Float ‘‘ Whitton,” No. 2 (1897, A. O. 337). There 
the plaintiff claimed a salvage award in a county court havin 
admiralty jurisdiction for services rendered to a gas float adrift 
in the tidal waters of the Upper Humber. The structure was 
of iron, boat-shaped, and contained gas which supplied the 
light raised above it. It was held by the House of Lorde, 
affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal (44 W. R. 263), 
that the gas float was not a “ship” or a “wreck” within the 
meaning of sections 2 and 458 of the Merchant Shipping Act 
1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104), and could not, therefore, be the sub- 
ject of salvage. In this connection it should be mentioned that 
the subjects or objects in of the saving of which the 
High Court of Admiralty has jurisdiction by the common law 
are confined to a ship, her apparel, her cargo pe greg tere ry 
jetsam, and lagan, or the wreck of them), and to freight in 
danger and saved by reason of the saving of the ship or cargo ; 
and that the subjects or objects of salvage are not enlarged by 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104), or by 
any of the preceding statutes, or by the County Courts Admir- 
alty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 71), with the sole 
exception that the saving of lives of persons in from 
being on board ship, have been added to the list of such sub 
jects or objects. 

A case affecting the jurisdiction of the county courts under 
the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. o. 75) 
next demands notice—namely, River Ribble, Joint Committee of 
v. Croston Urban District Council (45 W. R. 348; 1897, 1 Q. B, 
251). There, in 1893, an order was made in a county court, 
under the Rivers Pollution Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. ¢. 75), by 
consent between the plaintiffs and the defendants, restraining the 
latter from permitting sewaze to flow into a river, and ordering 
the defendants to construct certain sewage works. In 1896 the 
defendants, not having complied with this order, proceedings 
were taken for the recovery of penalties. The defendants 
desired to shew that the river in question was a tidal river, and 


aud being on the face of it, the defendants were not enti- 
tled to shew, in answer to the claim for penalties, that the river 


to set the order aside. ; 

Before quitting the cases now under 
as well to refer to a decision affecting the 
county court over an action brought under section 11 of the 
Public Health (London) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Viet. c. 76), for the 
recovery of costs and expenses incurred in respect of a 

order. In Hammersmith Vestry v. Lowenfeld (45 W. BR. 60) it 
was held that such an action is subject to the 

imposed by section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction 1848 
(11 & 12 Vict ¢. 43), in respect of making complaints and 
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informations, and must therefore be commenced within six 
months from the time when the costs and expenses were in- 
curred. 

One case, affecting county court officers, must now be men- 
tioned—namely, Re Broston, Ex parte Pruddah (45 W. R. 576; 


1897, 2 Q. B. 429). It was there held that, where a high bailiff 
seizes goods on any premises under a warrant of execution, and 
then seizes further goods on the same premises under a claim 
made by the landlord for distress, he is entitled to a separate set 
of fees in respect of each seizure. This decision seems to be 
clearly warranted by the language of section 160 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which, in effect, treats 
the execution and the distress as different proceedings, and 
gives fees to the high bailiff in respect of each transaction 

As regards defences to county court actions, it is prescribed by 
ord. 10, rr. 10, 18a, of the County Court Rules, 1889, that a 
defendant who intends to rely upon any ‘‘s/atutory defence” 
must give notice thereof before trial pursuant to the above 
rules. It has, accordingly, now been held, in Conroy v. Peacock 
(45 W. R. 502; 1897, 2 Q. B. 6), that in an action under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 44), the defend- 
ant cannot rely upon the defence that the notice of injury 
required by section 4 of that Act has not been given unless he 
bas given notice under the above-mentioned rules that he 
intends to rely upon it as a statutory defence. 

One case affecting the mode of trial of a county court admiralty 
action may here conveniently be mentioned. We refer to The 
Theodora (1897, P. 279), where it was held that, in an action in 
rem brought to recover freight in the county court under the 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869, a defendant is not 
entitled to trial by a jury under section 101 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), Having regard to the 
evident intention of the Legislature, as indicated by the terms 
of the County Court Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 
1869, that admiralty actions in the county court should be tried 
in the same way as admiralty actions in the High Court, it is 
scarcely conceivable that Parliament should have intended, by 
the use of such general language as is contained in section 101 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, to effect a complete change in 
this respect. We therefore venture to think that, whatever the 
hardship occasioned to suitors may be, the case under considera- 
tion was rightly decided. 

On the subject of county court appeals, one case only appears 
t» have been decided during the past legal year—namely, 
Pritchett v. Poole (W. R. Dig., vol. 45, p. 42), where it was held 
that if it appears to the High Court that tog Eg 
oo for an appeal from a county court, the High Uo ill 
not order the appellant to give security for costs of the 
appeal merely on the ground that he has no Visible means of 

ing ther ent’s costs should the appeal fail. It had 
reviously been stated, we may mention, by Oave and Smirn, 
J., in Hz parte Apothecaries’ Society (38 W. R. 478) that the 
Divisional Court will not, as a rule, require security for the 
costs of an appeal from a county court where leave to appeal has 
been unconditionally given by the county court judge. 

One case on that most important matter, Costs, must now be 
noticed —that is to say, Pain v. Bowden (45 W. R. 48), which 
decides that, in an administration action in the county court the 
costs of the administration are within the discretion of the 
registrar as discretionary “ fees or allowances’ under ord. 50a, 
r. 20, of the County Court Rules, 1889, and that, in disallowing 
certain costs, the registrar may take into consideration the fact 
that the estate is insolvent, in which case only such costs us are 
strictly necessary for the protection of the estate should be 
allowed. 

With regard to that final stage in a county court action— 
namely, execution—as reference has already been made, under 
another heading, to Re Broster, Ex parte Pruddah (supra), we 
need now, in conclusion, only refer to the case of Goodlock v. 
Cousins (45 W. R. 369; 1897, 1 Q. B. 558). It was there held 


that where, a claim having been made to goods taken in execu- oa 
tion by the bailiff of a county court, the claimant does not make 
the deposit or give the security required by section 156 of the 
O.uaty Courts Act, 1888, and the bailiff sells the goods under 
the authority given by that section, the sale gives the purchaser 


Suffice it, therefore, to state that it would seem to be a necessary 
implication, from the provisions therein contained, that the pur- 
chaser to whom goods are sold by the bailiff is to be entitled to 
the goods sold in pursuance of that section. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Selection of Leading Cases in Equity. With Notes. By 
FREDERICK THOMAS WHITE and OwEN Davies Tupor. Seventh 
Edition. -By THomas Snow, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by 
W. F. Putiirortts, M.A., and C. R. SinteEM and R. B. PHILLPOTTs, 
B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). Price £3 15s. 

A Manual of the Principles of Equity. A Concise and Explana- 
tory Treatise, intended for the use of Students and the Profession. 
By Joun InpERMAUR, Solicitor. Fourth Edition. Geo. Barber. 


Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers for 1898, Edited Ly 
Francis A, STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
and J. JounstTon, of the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Notes on Perusing Titles, containing Observations on the Points 
most frequently arising on a Perusal of Titles to Real and Leasehold 
Property. With an Epitome of the Notes, arranged by way of Re- 
minders. By Lewis E. Emmet, Solicitor. Third Edition, with an 
Appendix on the Appointment of a Real Representative under the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 

The Compulsory Summons for Directions. A Practical Treatise on 
the New Rules of the Supreme Court as to Directions. By FRANcIs 
A. STRINGER, of the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Student’s Guide to the Principles of the Common Law. By 
JOHN INDERMAUR, Solicitor. Fourth Edition. Geo. Barber. 5s. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE DISADVANTAGES OF PARCHMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 

Sir,—Reading Messrs. X. & Y.’s letter in your journal last week, 

ut me in mind of an accident that happened to the deeds and 
Sssantatn of a lady client of mine some years ago. 

She placed her iron deed box (not a safe) in the cellar of her house 
Lat Surbiton. One day a great quantity of water flowed into the 
basement of the house from some spring or other source ; the lady 
did not remove her deed-box, which was eventually covered with 
water, and when it subsided my client opened the deed-box and 
found that her parchment deeds were shrivelled and mostly illegible, 
whereas the paper documents were only stained, but perfectly 
legible. 

So in this case also parchment had its disadvantages. 

42, Theobald’s-road, Gray’s-inn, Nov. 6. F, TRUEFITT. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—In connection with the letter of Messrs. X. & Y. in your 
issue of the 30th ult., there is another question. A great deal of the 
paper now used is made of old papers, instead, as formerly, of 


What is the effect of the change on the durability of the paper ? 
Old letters and drafts may be wanted at any time. A 


y e 





NEW RULES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Having regard to the ridiculous (and fortunately abortive) 
County Court Rules propounded last year, and to the confusion 
which has resulted from the recent alterations in order 30, I venture, 
with all deference, to suggest three points which might, I think, 
well be borne in mind before any further changes are introduced— 


1, An acquaintance with the existing practice. 
2. An inquiry whether the proposed innovation is workable. 
3. A consideration whether the proposed new rule is intelligible. 





a good title to the goods, although they were the property of | 


No doubt during the last few days many other solicitors have 
shared my experience, which may thus be described : 


Nov. 13, 1897. 


the claimant at the time of the seizure. This decision does not ; 
seem to call for any special comment, as it depends entirely upon — 
the construction of section 156 of the County Courts Act, 1888, — 





All 1 
a Gove 
vile fo 
Estate: 

int. 
attenti 
may € 
mental 

But 
for th 
time fe 
that tl 
(for th 
one i 


os 

Per 
Rulins 
other 
for th 
candic 
answe 
candi 













97- 


ee 


68 not 
y upon 

1888, 
essary 
e pur- 
‘led to 


By 
venth 
ed by 
-OTTS, 
x well 


lana- 
ssion. 
2 


d Ly 
stice, 
ited). 


oints 


eek, 
and 


use 

the 
ady 
vith 
and 
ble, 


tly 


our 
the 


rf? 


7e) 
on 
re, 


k, 


ve 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














Nov. 13, 1897. [Vol. 42 } 31 
" Attending to sign judgment in default of defence, when I was 
Tae we tet tices to thon HUE Gein ink ee. CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Attending summons ; same adjourned for the master to confer with Court of Appeal. 7) Wh 


the other masters as to the construction of the new rules. 
Attending adjourned summons, when the master stated that a 

summons was unnecessary and that judgment could be signed with- 

out leave. No order as to costs. 
I have put the items in the form of a bill of costs, but can I charge 

my client with it ? and if so, what will he say ? PRACTICE. 
Nov. 9. 


THE LAND TKANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—That grandmotherly legislation is pushed to the extreme by 
the establishment of a compulsory registration of land transfer must 
be obvicus. Land-owners, of all people in the world, know what is 

for them, and do not want compulsion to accept benefits, if 
real benefits are offered. Compulsory registration of land transfer 
stands as a self-condemned folly. 

Happily, however, the Act just passed bas an inherent feebleness 
which furnishes an opportunity of frustrating its foolishness. It is 
only, in the first instance, to be applied to one county, and if any 
particular county be fixed on by the Government for the experiment, 
the council of the county may effectually object thereto. 

All this eccentric legislation is, we are now told, to be followed by 
a Government order selecting the County of London as the corpus 
vile for this experiment. Hereon Mr. Rubenstein’s letter to the 
Estates Gazette, which you re-published last week, is very much in 
point. Every word he says on this matter is worthy of the best 
attention, and, as I venture to think, of entire acceptation. More 
may easily be added in condemnation of the mad idea of experi- 
mentalizing on London. 

But the point I wish to emphasize is a practical one. The elections 
for the London County Council come on next spring. Now is the 
time for the land-owners of London to have a voice. My view is 
that the jangle of party cries and elections on “‘ party lines” should 
(for this time, at leas:) be unh<eded. Let the legal profession—each 
one in his own sphere of influence—make the rejection of the 

roposed order a test question to every candidate at the ensuing 
ndon County Council election. 

Permit me to add one example: A legal friend of mine, who is a 
Ruling Councillor of the Primrose League in London, received the 
other day un application from the agent of the Moderate candidates 
for the assistance of his Habitation in promoting the election of those 
candidates at the County Council elections next spring. My friend’s 
answer was that such help would be rendered conditionally on the 
candidates pledging themselves, if elected, to use every means in 
their power to prevent the County of London from being the area 
selected for experiment of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 

My suggestion is that one and all, without distinction of party—for 
this is not a party question at all—should act likewise. 

Nov. 8. Lincoin’s INN. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE RAILWAY AND CANAL COMMISSION. 
Ruies PusiicaTiIon Act, 1893. 
Rule of the Court of the Railway and Canal Commission, 


The following Draft Rule is published pursuant to the above men- 
tioned Act :— 

The Railway and Canal Commission Rules, 1889, shall, with the 
necessary modifications, apply to all applications to the Railway and 
Canal Commissioners under the Metropolis Water Act, 1897. 

Copies of the above Draft Rule may be obtained at the office of the 
Railway and Canal Commission, Royal Courts of Justice. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Monday, the 8th day of November, 1897. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Lord Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby Order that the Actions mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Stirling (1897—C.—No. 3,226). 
In re The Consort Deep Level Gold Mines Limited. 
The Mines Acquisition and Development Company Limited v Tho Consort 
Deep Level Gold Mines Limited. 


Mr. Justice Stirling (1897—N,—No. 1,341). 
In re Noble and Rock Limited. 


STERN v. TEGNER. No 2. 27th and 30th Oct, 


Brit or Sate—Exescution Oreprrorn—Sate ny Supeirr sy Orpen 
or Covurnt—Bawxauptoy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 8. 11—R 8. C., 
orD. 57, gn. 12. 


A from an order of Ridley, J. (sitting as Vacation J ). On 
the Pivot August, 1897, Mr. Tegner executed a bill of sale in favour of 
the appellant, Mr. Smith, to secure £300 at 30 per cent. interest, repay- 
able on the 11th of November next. In September the landlord dia- 
trained on the grantor of the bill of sale for rent, and on the 30th of 
September the sheriff seized the goods comprised in the bili of rale at the 
instance of Stern, who had obtained a judgment against T: . On the 
lst of October, Smith, the claimant, sent in his claim r the bill of 
tale, and shortly afterwards paid off the landlord. On the 7th of October 
the sheriff issued an interpleader summons, and on the same day a 
receiving order was made against the debtor. On the 15th of October an 
adjudication in bankruptcy was made, and on ‘the same day the Mas‘er 
in Chambers directed a sale on certain terms which were subsequently 
varied by the order of Ridley, J. The bill of sale holder, Smith, appealed 
on the ground that the order for sale wa; made without jurisdiction, and 
that there was no — to interfere with the mortgagee and order a 
sale by the sheriff when the security was doubtful. 


Tue Covar (Linpiey, M.B., and Currry, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 


Oct. 30.—Lixpiey, M.R., in the course of his judgment read section 11 
of Ge ew Se 1890: ‘* Where goods of a debtor are taken 
in execution, and before the sale th , or the completion of the 
execution by the receipt or recovery of the full amount of the levy, 
notice is served on the sheriff that a receiving order has been made against 
the debtor, the sheriff shall, on request, deliver the goods and any money 
seized or received in part satisfaction of the execution to the official 
receiver, but the costs of the execution shall be a first charge on the ro 
or money so delivered, and the official receiver or trustee may sell the 
goods, or an adequate part thereof, for the purpose of satisfying the 
charge,”’ and order 57, r. 12: ‘*‘ When goods or chattels have been seized 
in execution by a sheriff or other officer charged with the execution of 
process of the High Court, and -— alleges that he is entitled, 
under bill of sale or otherwise, to ¢' earet or chattels by way of security 
for debt, the court or a j may the sale of the whole or a part 
thereof, and direct the application of the proceeds of the sale ia such 
manner and upon such terms as may be just.’ His lordship then 
continued: Butord 57, r. 12, was not intended to deprive secured creditors 
of the benefit of their security, and when this will, or likely will, 
be the case the court ought not to direct the sale but ought to direct the 
sheriff to withdraw. There are three cases which arise in practice. First 
of all the case where the security is ample and where the bill of sale 
holder or the execution creditor tries to assert his rights; he defeats the 
other creditors. Thatis the common case which section 13 of the Common 
Law Procedure Ac‘, 1850, was to rectify. He cannot stand upon 
his right; when it is plain that heis defeating the other creditors, which 
of course involves the assumption that after paying off the other creditors 
there will be something left. That isan easy case, Now, the next case 
is where the security is plainly deficient. on the hypothesis that 
there is nothing for the execution creditor it follows that there will be a 
deficiency, and that even if there were a sale there would no’ be a surplas. 
Then it iollows, as a matter of course, that the only © course is t> 
direct the sheriff to withdraw. What haste execution creditor got t» 
do with it if he cannot possibly get any out of it? That is an 
case, The third case is somewhat more doubtful and more difficult. It 
is when there is a doubt whether the security is sufficient to pay off the 
‘secured creditor or not. The p course in such a case is for the court 
to say: ‘‘ Unless you, the execu’ creditor, will guarantee the secured 
creditor against l»ss by sale, we will not order the sale.’’ Here the 
execution creditor and the trustee have declined to redeem, and declined 
to give any guarantee at all against any loss. That has induced me to 
look more carefully than I did in court into the evidence, and upon the 
evidence 1 am perfectly satisfied that if these goods are sold by the sheriff 
it is extremely doubtful whether there will be enough to pay the bill of 
sale holder. As to there being a surplus for the execution creditor, of 


might be nothing ; it might be a shilling or sixpence, or a 
Well, under those circumstances how can it be just to enforce a sale and 
deprive him of his security? That is to abuse the rule, not to put it into 
operation in a case to meet which it was passed. It is said that this view 
is op to a decision of this court in Forster v. Clowser (1897, 2 Q. B. 362 ; 
45 W. R. Dig. 123). Ido not think so at all. It to me 
perfectly ccnsistent with it. W 
this: They were satisfied that there 
holder that which they considered was the sum pro 
I thiok the court went a long way in antici the date of ment. 
That is nothing. [ame they never would have deprive ot 
his security. ‘They were saticfied, in other words, that upon the sale and 
the payment to him in full of what they thought he was entitled to, there 
wo be a lus left for the execution creditor. That is quitea 
different case. Here I am satisfied that it is extremely doubtful whether 
there will be a shilling for the execution creditor. The conclusion which 
I have arrived atis that if there is an enforcéd sale by the sheriff, of the 
nature we are all acquainted with, there will not be twenty shillings in 
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the pound for the secured creditor, Under those circumstances it appeara 
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to me this appeal ought to succeed. The proper order will be that the 
sheriff is to withdraw, and there must be no action against him. The 
execution creditor must pay him his costs and charges. The execution 
creditor and the trustee in bankruptcy must pay the appellant here and 
below his coste and must bear their own costs themselves; but the order 
is not t> prejudice the right of the trustee to pay his costs out of the 
bankruptcy estate. We think it would be right, if we could do so, to give 
the execution creditor a second charge on these goods so that he may be 
reimbursed the expences to which he will have to be put, because he has 
acted with the trustee and under his direction. 1 am assuming there is a 
surplas. I do not know that we have any jurisdiction to do that, but it 
would obviously be right if some arrangement could be made between the 
trustee and the execution creditor to reimburee the execution creditor 
the costs which he will have to pay. 

Curry, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal allowed. 
—Counset, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie; A. H. Carrington ; J. 
P. Earle; Rose-Innes, Soutcrrons, W. Vant, jun.; Barber § Son; Petch 
$ Smurthwaite; W. § T. Burchell, 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


] POLLOCK v. GARLE. No. 2. 3rd Nov. 


Ot 1 iw 
/ fA Bankers’ Booxs Evipenv Act, 1879 (42 Vicr. c. 11), ss. 3-7—Inspgcrion 
Berore Tria. 

Appeal from an order of Kekewich, J. The action was brought for the 
rescission of a contract between the plaintiff and defendant for the pur- 
chase of some shares in the Gresham Gold Exploring Syndicate (Limited). 
The plaintiff alleged that the defendant, who was at that time a director 
of the said company, on or about the 2nd of December, 1895, made cer- 
tain false representations to him in respect of the pusition of the company, 
by which he was induced to buy the eaid shares. The particular repre- 
sentition was that the company had at its bankers a sum of £87,000 cash 
undivided. The defendant by his defence denied that he ever made any 
of the representations alleged, and asserted that the statement as to the 
undivi sum of £87,000 was true. The eae having been closed, 
Kekewich, J., made an order on summons, before the action had been set 
down for trial, that the plaintiff, the applicant, be at liberty upon three 
clear days’ notice in writing to Messrs. Smith, Payne, & Smith, bankers, 
to inspect and take copies of or extracts from any accounts in tie books 
of the bankers in the name of the Gresham Gold Exploring Syndicate 
(Limited), pursuant to the provisions of the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 
1879, but such inspection was to be limited to shewing the balances of the 
said company in the books of the said bankers on the 2nd of December, 
1895. Section 7 of the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879, is as follows: 
‘*On the application of any party to a legal proceeding a court or judge 
may order that such party be at liberty to inspect and take copies of any 
entries in a banker’s book for any of the purposes of such proceedings. 
An order under this section may be made either with or without summon- 
ing the bank or any other party, and shall be served on the bank three 
clear days before the same is to be obeyed, unless the court or jadge 
otherwise directs.’’ The defendant appealed, and urged that, apart from 
the Act, entries in bankers’ books would not be evidence against third 


Tue Covrr (Linpiey, M R, and Currry, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 


Lixpiey, M.R , said that the case was one of enormous importance to 
the public and to the commercial community. He thought the order 
inade was absolntely contrary to every principle of law and to the settled 
practice of the courts. It was said that it could be done under section 7 
of the Act. The Act was passed for a very definite purpose, to protect 
bankers from the very great inconvenience of having to produce all their 
books, &c., on subpewna. Section 7 bad nothing to do with protecting 
bankers from that inconvenience, it had to do with litigants. If the 
section were read literally, it would mean that any party to a proccedin 
migtt take co of entries of the banking account of a third party. Suc 
an interpretation would be simply monstrous, and his lordship would not 
be a to any such decision. It obviously meant copies of any entries 

{ of parties to the litigation, and no other. It might be that at the trial 
| the court might make an order on a person who could be subpenaed to 
bring copies of the account. But that was not the present case. They 
wanted to see the credit which was standing to the company’s account at 
| & particular da‘e. They would be able to overhaul the whole account, and 
would see all the particulars to which the figures related ; in short, they 
_ would have a roving inspection of the whole account. The order must 
| be discharged altogether with costs, and the plaintiff must be left to do 
what he could atthe trial, and the bankers must be left to the pro- 
. tection of the Acts. It would be far too mischievous &nd oppressive. 


Currry, L.J.—The Act of 1879 was divided into two portions: sections 
3-6 were intended to relieve bankers, and section 7 was different. ‘This 
was an attempt to obtain inspection of the account of a third party by 
means of section 7. In euch a case the court must exercise the greats:t 
caution. The inspection must run over at least five months in order to 
ascertain the balance on 2nd of December, and the plaintiff would have 
the right to cee the account from the 30th of June to the date, he would 
be entitled to look not merely at the figures but the names, and would 
ransack the account and obtain particulars of what he had no right to 
look at. In his lordship’s opinion the 7th eection was not intended to be 
used forany such purpose, and would inflict greatinjustice on a third party 
if any such order were made. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Romer; A. J. 
Walter ; Ernest Pollock, Sorscrrons, Cheston § Sons; Wilson, Bristow, § 
Carpmael ; H. FP. Pollock. 


[Reported by W. Suaticnoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





MACLURCAN v. MACLURCAN. No.2. 3rd Nov. 


Divorce—Atmony—ALIgNaTion—Divorce AND Maramoniar Cavang ’ 
Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), 8. 32—Amenpment Acr, 1866 (29 & 30 
Vicr. c. 32), s. 1. 2 


Appeal of the respondent from an order of Barnes, J. Tae wife ~ 
presented a petition for a divorce from her husband, and a decree nisi wag © 
granted. After the decree had been made absolute an order was made on - 
the respondent that he should secure by deed to his former wife ay 
annuity of £90 out of his interest in some property to which he wag 
entitled under two wills, by way of —- alimony ; the terms of the | 
deed, in ca:e the parties differed, to be settled by one of the conveyan: 
counsel to the Chancery Division. The former wife, contemplating q 4 
eecond marriage, agreed to accept a lump sum of £100 in lieu of the ” 
annuity. This having been paid, she afterwards applied to Barnes, J., | 
for an order that the alimony should be again paid to her. Barnes, J., © 
being of opinion that permanent alimony was inalienable, made the © 
order. The respondent ap > 4 

Tue Cover (Linney, M.R., and Currry, L.J.) allowed the appeal. z 

Linpigey, M.R., said that the important part of the order was that the © 
court might authorize the annuity to be secured; it was a charge on ~ 
property and became a security. The moment the order was the , 
wife had a charge which could be enforced at once. Could she assign og } 
release what she had got? The case of Harrison v. Harrison (36 W. R. 
748, L. R. 13 Pro. D. 180) shewed that she could, and Watkins v. Wathing 
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(44 W. R. 677; 1896, P. 222) shewed the distinction between sums of even | 
money paid under the Act of 1857 and that of 1866. The court could to pu 
not take the view that it was.not se pe for the parties to deprive the | Co.’s 

court of its control over the order. 1f that was the view of Barnes, J., it) are n 
was not sound. Why was the lady not bound by the deed of 1895, by of the 
which she released her rights? ‘Their lordships had thought there might — course 
be some equitable ground for setting it aside, but they could not see any. — fore F 
There was no fraud or misrepresentation in the case. His lordship co : Hoek 
not think that she could upset this deed in Chancery; and if that wore so — that t 
Barnes, J., was wrong, and ought to have held that that was a sufficient ship. 

answer to the lady. The appeal must succeed and be allowed with costs, declix 


Currry, J., agreed. He said that the Act of 1857 enabled the court te 
secure to a divorced wife such gross or annual sum as should seem reason. — 
able. Under that section (32) his lordship questioned whether the court — 
had any jurisdiction to order that such sum should be inalienable. The 
answer was that there was no precedent for it. When the order was 
once made between husband and wife who were divorced, and were sui — 
Juris, that seemed to hislordship to determine at once the jurisdiction of 
the court except as to carrying out the terms of itsown order. Harrison y, . 
Harrison (ubi supra) governed this case under section 32 of the Act of 1857. 
That was a clear decision that what2ver came to a divorced wife was 
property, and consequently she could assign it. The lady would only be 
spending her money in vain if she tried on equitable grounds to upset this 
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decision. The mere improvidence of the bargain and inadequacy of the 
consideration would not justify the court in setting the deed aside. Had fact o! 
there been any overreaching or anything approaching to fraud it would not gr 
have been a different matter. Appeal allowed.—Counsgt, Inderwick, Q.0., Co. m' 
and Grazebrook ; Lambert Bond Soxtctrors, A. Scott Lawson, for Phillips § with 1 
Randle Ford, Windsor; C. E Newnham. conse 
[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.] “he, c 
j view Vv 
Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN PALMER & CO. AND HOSKEN, wiong 

TREVITHICK, POLKINGHORN, & CO. (LIM.). No.2. 26th Oct and 
9th Nov. —and 
ARBITRATION—ARBITRATORS—Misconpuct—Rervusat To Srate Case ror ees 
Oprnion oF THE Court, on TO Apsjovunn THatT Court MAY BE APPLIED 70 _ read ¢ 
To Orper A Casg—App ication ror Case MADE Bona Five AND NoT POR | stage « 
Purposs or Detay — Remrrrina Matrer To ArpirraTors ror RROoON- | court 
SIDERATION AFTER AWARD Mapga—Anrpirration Acr, 1889 (52 & 53 Vier, court : 

c. 49), ss. 10, 11, 19. 10 

Appeal from a decision of Day, J., at chambers, remitting an award in ~ at 
this arbitration to the directors of the Liverpool Corn Trade Association te 


(Limited), the arbitrators, for reconsideration, and ordering them to stat) — tion | 
a case for the opinion of the court on a certain question of law. The | ‘ @) V 
~—< was argued on the 26th of October, when judgment was reserved. 
ue Covert (Linpiey, M.R., and Currry, L.J.) elightly varied the order ~ 
of Day, J., but dismissed the appeal. E 
Liypiex, M.R., said: In this case the dispute arises between the © 
ultimate buyer and the seller of a cargo of corn. The con'ract between ~ 
the buyer and the seller contains some clauses which are material for — 
understanding the nature of the dispute and what has been done. Palmer — 
is the buyer and Polkinghorn the seller. The buyer bought the cargo im 
a ship called The Port Douglas, loaded at San Francisco or thereabouts, — 
and agreed to pay 33s. per 100lbs. gross, including insurance. Then ~ 
there were provisions about the discharge of the carg> and so ov. The | 
quantity s pped in bags was to be paid for as wheat. The wheat was to 
be weighed drafts of not less than 250lbs., or, at the bayer’s 
option, at even weights smaller than that. Then there is an arbitra: ~ 
tion clause. The provision is to the effect that the sellers should 7 
put ina provisional invoice accor to the amounts shipped as per bill 
of lading. If in the result it turned out that less was delivered th 
would have to pay for the deficiency, and if more the price would 
altered accordingly. This provisional! invoice is important. What afters © 
wards heppeaes was this. The ship arrived, fm the buyers, Palmer & ~ 
Co., took , a8 they say according to the contract, which gave 
ae of taking delivery of even weights of less than 250ibn 
In point of fact the delivery was made in even weights of 240lbs, B. 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SHAW v. LUTMAN. Div. Court. 2nd Nov. 


County Court—Arrgat—Practice —38 & 39 Vicr. c. 50, s. 6—Requesr To 
Jupez to Taxe A Norse—Acrion sy Mortrcacse—Mesne Prorrrs— 
AppLication ror Security ror Costs—Inso.vency. 


This was an application by the respondent that the appellant should be 
to find security for costs. The facts were these: C. G. Shaw, a 
solicitor practising at Reading, sued the defendant, A. E. Lutman, a 
butcher of Frimley, Surrey, to recover possession of premises in the 
defendant’s occupation. The action was heard at the Farnham County 
Courtin November, 1896, by His Honour Judge Vernon Lushington. The 
plaintiff sued as mortgagee and claimed possession of the premises in 
question under two mortgages, each for £400. He also claimed £33 103. 
as merne profits. The mortgages were created. by William Lutman, the 
father of the defendant, who had become a bankrupt in 1891, and his son 
then took over and continued to carry on his father’s business. The 
learned judge stopped the case so soon as the mere facts had been stated 
and direc’ judgment to be entered for the plaintiff. Counsel for the 
defendant thereupon asked his lordship to take a note. This his honour 
refused to do on the ground that the application was too late. The 
appeal from this judgment was heard on the 2ist of January, and the 
court (Wright Bruce, JJ.) held that the learned county court judge 
was wrong in refusing to take a note. In the result the Divisional Court 
directed a new trial. The case then again came on for re-trial before his 
honour at the county court at Farnham in July, this time with a jury, and 
a verdict and judgment was entered for the plaintiff. From the verdict 
and judgment on the new trial the defendant lodged an appeal, 
and it was in t of this appeal now pending that the mortgagee 
po dire application on the 2nd of November for security to be 
giv costs. In stipport of the application, counsel con that, 
as the defendant was a bankrupt, he having filed his petition early 
in 1896, such an order ought to be made. Counsel who appeared 
to gs the application submitted that his client was the tenant in 
law of these premises, and as euch entitled to six months’ notice, and 
he pleaded that there were special circumstances and that where such 
circumstances existed the court would not make an order. He referred to 
Usit v. Brearley (30. P. D. 206), where it was held that an appellant 
would be ordered to give security for costs of the appeal who was in 
insolvent circumstances and also was vexatiously and unreasonably prose- 
cating the appeal. Cockburn, C.J., in his judgment, said: ‘‘ I think that 
in considering the question we are justified in taking into account not 
merely the niary position of the appellant but also the other circum- 
stances of the case. If the court were of opinion that the appellant had 
any reazonable ground for going on with his action they should not allow 
mere rity 1o stand in the way of his appeal.’’ In the case of Rourke 
v. The White Moss Colliery Co. (1 C. P. D. 556) the Court of Appeal refused 
to require an insolvent »ppellant to give security for costs of the appeal 
where the question at issue had not been previously considered in a court 
of error. The points raised by the facts and admitted at the two trials 
before the learned county court judge, counsel now contended, involved 
-questions of law which had never been argued before a Divisional Court. 
e facts in the present cate were similar to those in Whittaker v. Hales 
(7 Bing. 322). The appellant, therefore, had a reasonable ground for 
going on with his action, and brought himeelf within the rule in Usil v. 
Brearley (ante). At the conclusion of the argument, 
Tue Court (Wricnt and Kennepy, JJ.) said they were of opinion that 


sppellant must give £10 security. The costs of this applica é 
je appeal.—CounseL, Spokes; Grimwood Mears. Soxicrrors, J. 
. Hale, for C. G. Shaw, Reading ; J. Tickle. 


[Reported by Exsxrxe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 












WILLIAMS (Appellant) o. LLANDUDNO DISTRICT COUNCIL (Respon- 
dents). Div. Court. 3rd Nov. 


Pustic Heatran—Warter—A.teration sy Occurrer or Suppty Pips ny 
Apvrtion Tuereto or a Srop-rap—Consent or UNpDERTAKERS MUST 
First ne Ontatnep —Water works Ciauses Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vicr. c. 
~~ 19; Puntic Heattn ‘““Narer) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 25), 
8, 25. 


Case stated by justices for the county of Carnarvon. An information 
was preferred against the appellant, Clara Pain Williams under section 
19 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1863, for that she had affixed a 
certain stop-tap to a certain water-pipe, being a service-pipe belonging 
to her use for the conveyance of water to a house in Chtirch Walks, Llan- 
dudno, without having first obtained the consent of the urban district 
council, The justices convicted the appellant, and fined her one shilling 
and costs. The case stated that the lady was in the habit of leaving her 
house locked up during the winter months, and that she had had this 
ee fitted to the pipe in question to enable her to turn off the supply 

thus prevent damage to her houre and furniture in the event of the 
pipes bursting during a frost. Section 19 of the Waterworks Clauses 
Act, 1863, is oneof a group of sections headed ‘‘ Protection of Water” 
which are introduced in the Act by these words: ‘‘ And with regard to 
the waste of water and misuse of the water supplied by or belonging to 
the undertakers, be it evacted, &-’’ The material part of the section is 
as follows: ‘‘It shall not be Jawful for the owner or cccupier of any 
ises to affix or cause or permit to be affixed any pipe or apparatus 

a pipe belonging to the undertakers: or to a communication or eervice 
or to make any alteration in any such communication or service pipe, 

the consent in every such case of the undertakers.’ For the 





lady it was contended that no waste or misuse of water could ensue from 
the addition of the oe to the pipe. During two consecutive winters 
the pipe had burst, it was, ensione, 

fac mgt fe argued that the 

act, it was 

the sections under which they pu 
introductory 
could only interfere to prevent any “‘ waste or misuse ’’ of water supplied 
by them under powers given by section 57 of the Public Health (Water) 
Act, 1878. Further, it was contended that a stop-iap was not an 
‘* apparatus’’ or ‘‘ alteration” within the meaning of section 19 of the 
Act of 1863. 

Tue Court (Waicut and Kennepy, JJ.), without hearing counsel for 
the respondents, dismissed the pees. In their opinion the words of the 
Act were too clear to —_— of argument. It was obviously necessary 
that the water autho’ of a district should be informed before any 
alteration was made in the pipes which supplied the water to their cus. 


rted to proceed were governed by the 


tomets ; otherwise they might have no means of knowing or controlling — 


what was being done. The magistrates: were right in the decision they — 
had come to, and the appeal must be dismissed. Conviction accordingly 
affirmed.—Counset, English Harrison; Temple Franks. Soxscrrons, Bell, 
Brodrick, §& Gray, for W. D. Henderson, Liandudno; Belfrage § Co , for 
Chamberlain § Johnson, Liandudno. 

[Reported by Easxinz Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CLARKE v. POUNTNEY AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 4th Nov. 
Practice—PLeaDiInc—Deravutt or Pieapincs—Morion ror JuDGMENT— 
Insuncrion—Orp. 27, pr. 11. 


This was a motion for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11. The action 


was for d f iracy, for the delivery up of certain documents, [ 
and for att function. No ‘@ppeirance was entered. A statement off 
claim ; but no defence was delivered. According to the state. ~ 


ment of claim, the defendant Pountney was, from the 2nd of December, ~ 


1895, to the 5th of June, 1896, in the employ of the plaintiff, who wasa 
stock and shere merchant, as clerk upon terms that he should treat as 
confidential such information as he obtained from the plaintiff’s books” 


and papers. Pountney afterwards entered the service of the other defen- ~ 
dants, and the statement of claim alleged that Pountney, in collusion with ~ 
the other defendants, made use of information obtained while in the) 


plaintiffs’ employ. The statement of claim Simos. anong other f 
remedies, an injunction to restrain the derendants from making use of the ¥ 


nformation obtained by Pountoey. 

Tue Covrt (Wrrtcut and Kennepy, JJ.) ordered otion to 8 
over till trial. They said that before the statement of claim the ti 
was not necessari t an injunction.—Ovvnser, R. B. Moore, 
SOLiciToRS, win : 

(Reported by C. G. Wiisranam, Barrister-at-Law.} 


MADELEY v. GREENWOOD. Div. Court. 4th Nov. 


Suerire — Fers— Pounpace — Execution Sroprep on WitHpRaAwN — 
Suerirra Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 55), s. 20 (1) and (2)—Orpsr or 
THE 3lst or Aveaust, 1888, as To Fess. 

This was a motion by the sheriff of Staffordshire for an order com- 


ding-the district registrar of the High Court to tax certain costs of 
an paeoetien- —K writ of 7. fa. was handed t6 the sherift-on the Sth of 
Jtné, 1897. The sheriff seized the goods of the defendant in the action, 
which were more than sufficient to satisfy the judgment debt and costs ; 
but on the 11th of June the solicitor of the execution creditor telegraphed 
to the sheriff to stop the execution, which was accordingly withdrawn. 
The sheriff sent in his bill to the execution creditor a3 upon a fructnous 
execution. The district registrar, in taxing the bill, refused to allow 
poundage on the ground that the sheriff never actually hendled any sum 


of money. The present motion was for an order to the district registrar ~ 
poundage. The sheriff's claim t» poundage — 


to tax the costs in res of 
was based upcn the Sheriffs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 55), s. 20, which 


rovides that the amount shall be fixed from time to time by the Lord | 


hancellor and the judges, with the concurrence of the Treasury. The 


sheriff’s fees for executing writs of fi fw. are fixed by an order made on the © 
31st of August, 1888. No. 11 in the table of fees deals with sheriff's 
poundage, which is fixed at the same amount as before the making of the 
order —that is to say, one shilling in the pound for the first £100 and six- — 


pence in the pound for every pound above £100, ‘‘that he shall levy or 
extend and deliver in execution.” The following note is appended to the 
table: ‘‘ The foregoing fees, numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, shall be 
levied: in every case in which an execution is completed by sale, as fees 


payable to sheriffs were levied before the making of this order. In every — 


case where an execution is withdrawn, satisfied, or stopped, the fees 
under this order shall be paid by the person issuing the execution, or the 
person at whose instance the sale is , a3 the cise may be; and the 
amount of any costs and charges payee e 


(as the case may be). 


costs and charges differ as to the amount thereof.” It was con on 


behalf of the execution creditor that there was no appeal from the deci- 
Townend v. Sheriff of — 
Yorkshire (24 Q. B. D. 621) was cited oS 


sion of the taxing-master or district registrar. 
Tue Court (Waicut and Kennepy, JJ.) mde the order prayed for. 


Wuuour, J., said that Townend v. Sherif’ of Yorkshire did not d>-ide the — 


resent point. In that cae it was not intended to say that where a whole 
of fees was struck out there was no appeal. 
Sheriffs Act and the order made thereunder 


Nov. 13, 1897. 


greatly to the advantage of the © 
that this alteration should be made, but, apart from that © 
undertakers had no power to object because © 


words, which clearly shewed that they, as the authority, 


under this scale shall be taxed ~ 
by a master of the on Court or district registrar of the High Court — 
mn case the sheriff and the party liable to pay such 

’ tf 


It was clear from the 


that where the execution was i 
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withdrawn or stopped the sheriff was entitled to the same fees as if the 
execution had been completed, including ge. Lee v. Dangar, 

Grant, § Co. (1892, 2 Q. B. 337) was an auth % 
Kenvepy, J., eaid that there would not have a review of the district 
into consideration, 


registrar's allowance had he taken the sheriff's mae 
but here he had refused to consider that head fees altogether.— 


CounseLt, Bosanguet, Q.C., and Loehnis; J. C. Graham. Soxtcrrors, 
Thomas White & Sons, for Hand § Co., Stafford; Cook ¢ Bilis, for Dunni- 
clife, Burton-on-Trent. 

[Reported by C. G. Wireranam, Barrister-at-Law.) 


GRANT v. HILLAM. Div. Court. 5th Nov, 


Puacrice—Pieapinc—Deravutt or Pieapinc—Mortion ror JupcmMent— 
Op, 27, x. 11. 


This was a motion for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11. 


brought in July, 1897. No appears 


Fg action was 
on filed-a- statement at Claim 









¥ | 
| brought to rec : ment date 
1896, and for an order directing the defendant to transfer 1,000 
£1 el ares in a cOmpany called the London an pple Creek 
Corporation (Limited) in accordance with the terms in same agreement. 
The statement of claim, after setting out the ¢ and alleging that 
the plaintiff had done all things to entitle him to the amount claimed and to 
the transfer of the shares, concluded as follows: ‘*The defendant has 
failed to pay the eaid plaintiff the said eum of £200 or any part thereof, 
rand has neglected and failed to te any transfer of the said 1,000 
‘| fally-paid 8 é same notw d 1,000 shares 
| have been allotted to him.” Ord. 27, r. 11, is as follows: “‘ In all other 
| actions than those in the preceding rules of this order mentioned, if the 
defendant makes default in delivering a defence, the plaintiff may_set 





yA 


down the action on motion for judgment, and such judgment shall be 
7 givet-as tipon the statement of claim the court or a judge shall consider 

the plaintiff to be entitled to.” 

. Tus Covrt (Wricut and Kzenngpy, JJ.) declined to make the order, on 
the ground that the court were asked to grant specific performance of 


| 


the tranefer of the shares and the statement of claim did not allege that 
the defendant was possessed of any shares. The last paragrapt of the 
statement of deim was consists ent with the defendant ha’ already 
disposed of the shares allotted to him. The orde: stand 

r until the trial of the action.—CounsgL, Tindal Atkinson and C. Scott. 
re Bartlett § Gribble. 


[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law.! 





*.* In the headnote to Gallagher v. Rudd (ante, p. 15), for 35 & 36 Vict. 
c. 94 read 37 & 38 Vict. c. 49. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
November 10, Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P. (Bristol), in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Wm. Geare, John 
Hunter, Jobn H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, H Roscoe, Sidney Smith, 
Richard W. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £855 was distributed in grants of relief, five new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
transacted. Mr. Henry Morten Cotton was elected chairman of the board 
for the ensuing year. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


‘ov. 8.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. W. J. Boycott moved : 
“That the decision of the Court of Ap in Re Kharaskhoma, §c., Syndicate 
(Limited) (Soxscrrors’ Journat, 24th of July, 1897) was wrong.’ Mr. A, H, 
Richardson oppoeed, and the debate was continued by Mesers. C, H. Kirby, 
A. C. Mutter, A. W. Sells, A. C. F. Boulton, 8. E. Hubbard, J. W. 
ap paee and A. W. Marks. Mr. Boycott replied. The motion was lost 

votes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Sir Water Purtimore, Q C., has been appointed a Commissioner of 
Assize on the North-Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. Waurer Barry Liypwey, barrister, has been appointed Secretary to 
the Master of the Rolle. Mr. Lindley was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
ion in 1887. 

Mr. Henry Epwarp Doxe, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Plymouth and Devonport, in the place of His Honour Judge Bompas, 
QC, resigned. 

Mr. Henry Dummer, solicitor, of Elm Grove, Southsea, has been 
inted a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. Mr. Dummer was 
mitted in 1880. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.ution. 
Hexry Morr, Wii11am Rickarp Dent, and Atragp Fanwicx Mort, 


solicitors (Mott, Son, & Dent), 22, Bedford-row. Nov. 8. The said 
Henry Mott and Alfred Fen 
ness at No. 22, Bedford-row 
will continue to on business on his own account at No. 2, New- 
court, Lincoln’s-inn, don, and at Harlow, in the county of Essex 
(Gazette, Nov. 9. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Jane Arunvet Sr. Avnyn Ovttey.—Any person , oF capable of 
furnishing any information er. making of, a will or other testa- 
mentary disposition of Jane Arundel St. Aubyn Culley, late of 
cottage, Wooler, Northumberland, 
Fowb2rry Tower, Northumberland, one of 
Woods and Forests, of more recent date than a will made the 
August, 1894, is requested to communicate with 
& Sherrington, 31, Bedford-row, London, W.C. 


GENERAL, 


The ons for Lord Esher and Lord Ludlow have been gazetted. 
Lord receives a pension of £3,750 for life; Lord Ludlow a pensi»n 
of £3,500 for life. 


It is stated that the Irish Solicitor-General, Mr. William Kenny, M.Y., 
is to be elevated to the bench, and will take his seat as a judge of the 
High Court in Ireland at the commencement of the coming year. 

It is stated that the Lord Chief Justice has eo far recovered from his 
recent accident that he has been able to return to his town house in 
Harley-street this week. He is expected to resume his seat in court on 
Monday next. 

The members of the Oxford Circuit have invited Mr. Justice Darling to 
a complimentary dinner in celebration of his recent elevation to the 
Bench; and the members of the North-Eastern Circuit will entertain 
Mr. Justice Ridley at dinner at the Hotel Metropole on Wednesday, 
January 26. 

The St. James’s Gazette saya that whilst Mr. Justice Kekewich was 
returning home from Watford on Saturday in last week in a hansom cab 
the horse fell, and the judge was pitched forward with considerable 
violence. He received a rather severe shock to the system and some 
bruises on bis leg. 

Mr James Leake, jun., solicitor, of Shifnal, Salop, who has been 
the chairman of the Shifnal Parish Council since the | o Government 
Act, 1894, first came into o; tion, has beeu entertained by the members 
of that council at a complimentary dinner and aleo presented with an 
illuminated address. 
< Sir R. T. Reid, Q.C., M.P., has been sworn in as a Justice of the 
Peace for Kent. Sir Robert will take the chair next week, at the 
Holborn Town Hall, on the occasion of the annual smoking concert in aid 
? + od Sick and Provident Fund of the staff of the Royal Courts of 

us 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their si on 
Wednesday. Their first list of causes contains ten appeals for — 
viz., from Allahabad 4, Oudh 2, New South Wales 2, and the Punjab and 


Victoria one each. There are aleo three petitions for the prolongation of 
letters patent, 


A return has been published shewing the receipts and expenditure in 
respect of the High Court of Justice and the Court of A du tke 
year ended March 31, 1897. The total’ receipts during this are 


ven as £481,048 4s. 10d., being a decrease of £16,691 4+, 7d. on the total 

or the previous year. The total expenditure was £618,514 9°. 94.,a net 

decreace of £15,984 163. 5d. as compared with the figures for the year 
ended the 31st of March, 1896. 

The death on the 5th of November is announced of Mr. Horatio 
Brandon, who practised as a solicitor at No. 15, Essex-street, Strand, for 
forty years in partnership, ge Geet on brother, who died in 1888, and 
subsequently in partn lp with his eldest son and 
deceased pp En succeed to the business 
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that allusive legislation to which you recently allowed me to direct 
attention in your colamns. The 20th section enables her Majesty the 

the Queen in Council to apply compulsory registration to any ‘ county or 
part of a county,’ and enacts thut for the of the section the 
word ‘ county’ sha!l have the same meaning as In th the Local Government 
Act, 1888. The interpretation clause of the Act of 1888 enacts that the 
word ‘ county’ does not include a county of a city or county of a town, 
and separately defines ‘administrative county’ as meaning the area for 
which a county council is elected, thus including the areas of the County 
of London, of the three Ridings of Yorkshire, and of other divisions ot 
other counties. Assuming it to be quite clear, on carefully comparing the 
two Acts, that the County of London is a county to which the 20th 
section of the Act of 1897 applies, I think all 8 interested have 
atrong ground of complaint that. in order to know the law on so important 
a matter as to what area ee ry registration of titles on sale may be 
applicable, they should be obliged to rely, not only upon an incorporation 
by —" but on an incorporation by reference tiresomely in- 
complete.’ 








WaARrnNING To 1nTENDING Hovse Purcuassns anv Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by au Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria- street, Westminster. 
particulars. 


Fee quoted on receipt of full 
(Established 21 years. ee 1 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars tm ATTENDANCE ON 








Arrea. Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Sria.iva. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach 
Rolt Pugh Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Leach 
Rolt Pugh Beal 
Godfrey Tavie Leach 
Rolt Pugh Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion Romer. Biv ane. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington 
Pemberton King Jackson 
Ward Farmer Carrington 
Pemberton King Jackson 
Ward Parmer Carrington 
Pemberton King Jackson 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov, 15.—Messrr. Sr. Quintiy & Sox, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Mansion in 

Mayfair, with possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Travers, Smith, Braithwiite, & Robin- 

son, London. Also Leasehold in the City of London, producing nearly 
£1,300 annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Wilde, Moore, and Wigston, London. (See 
advertisements, Nov. 6, p. 23). 

Nov. 16.—Messrs. me. Desexnn, Semen, Fanuen, & Baiveswares, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold 8 let on lease at £160 perannum Solicitor, 
Jobn Davie, 3 —— See advertisement, Nov. 6, p. 23.) 

Nov. 17.—Mesers. H. E. Fosren & RAXNFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., a Profit Rental of 
£50 per anoum, secured upon 18, Tottenham’ Court-road, let at £200 annum 
= a Se Messrs. ee Se SS & Co., ap 5 creune- 
rents amounting to £370 per annum, secured upon Properties in Chelsea, icitors, 
Messrs. ACams & Adams, of London. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

Nov. 17.—Messrs. Eowix Fox & Bovsrratp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate in 
Ca’ ware ; let at £1,500 per annum for an unexpired term of 3} years. 
Solicitors, Mesars. Walfords, London. —s Estate in Pall-mall, es 
SSacibersagh Sisee ; let at £500 per ann Corprration Lease of Offixes and 

occupied b the Grand Junction Waterworks Co. ia Brook-street, W.; let 
£500 with reversion in about 30 years. 8 vlicitors, , Messrs. 


on ata 
Bard Holt 1 Halbert, ry Hubbard, London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 
Nov. 18.— Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. — 


— 
To a Legacy of £100, and to one-sixth of one-third of a Residuary Estate 
gugountiog to £8,283, secured upon Mortgages and £2,920 Railway Stocks, 
Sy y ead Le ae ae of a moiety of one-third 
the residue, also Reversions. Solicitor, Ernest Bevir, Esq., 


a 
Toes Em sie Pediony Estate, value £3,500, invested on Mortgage and Free- 
; lady aged 75. Solicitor, A. M. Griffith-Williams, . London. 

To fino secured upon Valuable Evite, tn Nov =p? ‘Leicester ; lady 
aged 60. Solicitors, Mesars. Ley, Wood, & Rickerby. of Cheltenham, 
wee Gar ae Ee tee lady aged 67. 

, ur ’ 
To Leasehold Properties in county Cork, on decease of a gentleman without 
igune, aed YS, geovttes srsuntonss 53, survives him; with Policies. 


Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, Ls 
LIFE INTEREST sd _ 


raed ee ee ree, Bolici- 
Colyer & Colyer, Londen. 
Ofa pograee is hee Se 
to an Estate valued at 
Lezarus, Eeq., London. 


M. 

Of £200, payable during the lives of a peer aged 66, and his son aged 22, 
n yang gH ef ey Seveieney 1a Boy 

nen eal wl a the above on the death of the > Gan 


rou ine Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, Eeq., _— 


Bun Gapee, 20000, £3.00, £1.000, £600, £500, £500, £500, £500. Solici Messrs. 
Lovell, Son, & Pitfield, London. a 


In Pneumatic Co. and E ici 
Rages Poe Tyre Lee Lamp Parent Co. Solicitors, Messrs. Mear 
(See advertisements, this week, back 


Nov. 18.—Mr. Joszru Stowr mya the Mat, at 2 m., Valuable Freehold Sooate te 
of London, 
Fe na a oe 


annum in felony Stock, &c., and 
£53,000 lady aged 33. Solicitor, z. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie,—Frivay, Nov. 5 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Laarep tm Caanozsy. 


Biackrop axp Wiaaw Coat Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 2,0 
send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomgg 


Fioatixe enced Pacxree Co, Liurren—Creditors are soquiet, on or before Dec 7, 
to their and addresses, and the ptrticulars of their debts or claims, % 
James Coz-ns, 111 Cardiff 


, Exchange 
Meraorourran Paper Co, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim to Mr Henry 
Po og a aw. Wilkie, 24 and 23, Bssinghall st, sol 
New Bessrox Cyc Co, en are required, ay or before Dec 10, to seng 
their names and the partionlars of their debts or claims, to Mr George 
Henry a Quinton Works, ay Be my Coventry. Hughes & Masser, Coventry, 


ae & Leacu, gee cee Eh are required, on or before Dc 17, to send their 
and addresses, and their debts or claims, to Mr W. H Leash, 
a Femeeneen, Mankete. S , solors t» liquidator 


London Gazite.—Tuespay, Nov. 9. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurreo m Caanceuy. 

Amatoamatep Lacexsep Vicruatsers Mirena Water axp Coroiacs Maxoracruaive 

Co, yy for = up, pape Nov 4, eotes ° be heard on Noy 
Bishopsgate petner. Notice of appearing must wall 
the above-named not later than 6 0 kin the afvernoon of Nov It - t- 
= ~ —— agit or before Dec 18, to send theig 


the’ particulars of their de of heir debte o or claims, to Thoms Bawdeg 
Proviy, 8 Cm SO. Ce Corn Camborne, oes for liquidator 


aR 










Gone Exornerrixe Co, ‘Taurrep eta for nin on directed heard on Nov {, 
Hextall, 10, Ironmonger lane, solor otice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not aot than @'Odieds ta afternoon of Nov 16 ; 


nde Heri Co Laman Onis ary aro or efre Fo 6 en th 
and the or claims, ae ea 
P ton 25 Fenchurch 4 8 Lt 7 winding up. oy N 
seumaTiIC Harness Syrpicars, —— -- ‘ov 
to be heard on W: Raphael @ Ge, 6 Mee te a 
for Notice of appearing must. aa the above-named not later °” 7 
in the afternoon of Nov 16 
Satocin Patrest Canniace Waeetw Co, Linrrep—Peta for ap. pomenis rome 
directed to be heard on Nov 17. Sanita, f, Seen, on 4 
ere aat can the above-named not ter than’ 6 o'clock fo the  aiaen 
ov 1 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
- yy Worxmen’s Sicx Bewerit Society, Marquis of Granby Inn, High st, Maidetune 
‘ov 3 
Natroyat Lanp Usion Bexerrr Sociery, 5, Highcliffe, Winchester. Nov 3 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES, 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.-- Fnivay, Oct. 29, 
Artipcr, Hangizt Fraxcox, Wimbledon Tec 4 Whitfield & Harrison, Surrey st: 


Asuworrts, Tuomas, Salford, Lancs, Commission Agent Nov 3) Taylor, Manchester 

Be.uixouam, Francis, Rye, Sussex Nov 30 Dawes, Rye 

Buss, Francis Hexry, Oxted, Surrey -Dec1 Rundle & Hobrow, Basingball st 

Braxssury, Henry, Southsea Nov 27 Saxelby & Co, Ironmonger lane 

Brumrit, Isapetta, Bradford Dee 24 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 

Cares, Jane Ex.es, Binfield, Berks Dee 13 Gosnell & Tiernay, Finsbury pavement 

Cuant, Tom, Stock under Hamdon, Somerset, Innkeeper Nov 27 Walter, Ilminster 

Cuenoweri, Jans Donne.ty, Bayswater Dec13 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 

Cuttcorr, Faaxcis Many Nov 3) Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 

Crarnam, Wit114m, New Brighton, Chester, Gardener Dec8 Lee & Co, Manchester 

Cumaixe, Jonn Buttock, Torrington sq Nov 28 Myers, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Dasnwoop, Canotine De Courcy, Via Leopardi Esquilinon, Rome Dec7 
Thring, Bath 

Dix, Exvizaneta Mary, Norwich Dec 10 Culley, Norwich 

Dovatas, Caanirs Henry Oaitvie, Chelsex Dec 15 Parkes, Chanc2ry laxe 

Evens, Evizaseru Evens, Mile End Nov 25 King & Jenkins, Abciurc) lane 

Gansipe, Hannier, Birkenshaw, York Dec1 Scholefield & Co, Batky 

Gray, Extz.sern, Brockley, Kent Dee 8 Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 

Harsaway, the Rev Eowazp Pesnosz, Tunbridge Wells Nov 30 Lake & Lake, New 

Hitxias, Witt1am Hurcuisson, Ballina, Mayo Dec 10 Bircham & Co, Old Broad st 

Horwoop, Marrua, Torkington Decl Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Stockport 

Hovcutoy, Ann, Rainhill, Lancaster Nov 30 Owen, Liverpool 

lonewsese, he yt Ricaazp Ramssorrom, Woodlawn Loose, nr Maidstone Dec i 

Jaques, Taomas hat Blacktoft, York, Farmer Decl England & Son, Goole 

Jzrrco1t, James, Lichfield, Innkeeper Nov 30 Barnes & Son, Lichfield 

Jossox, Evizapatu, Highbury bill Dee 14 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

a, midictt's bides: Hol oy tos, Newbold on Avon, nr Rugby Dec2 Letts Bry 





Adam & 


Lzooert, Exvizasern Deax, Denmark hill Nov 26 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

Maxper, Avice, Stoke Newington Nov13 Hogan & Hughes, Martins lane 

Master, Atozenoy Wit1.1am Cussrer, Sutton, Surrey Nov30 Saunders, Regent st 

Nevst1, Jucia, Hyderabad, India Nov 30 Norton & Co, Victoria st 

Oaitviz, Anraun Grazue, Great George st Dec 15 Lawrence Graham & Co, New 89 

O’Conner, James, Clapham Nov 30 Bilney, Temple chmbrs 

Pass, Wittiam, Duke st, St James’s, Wine Merchant Nov 26 Gamlen & Burdett 
Gray’s inp sq 


Prestox, W11114m, Bulwell, Nottingham Nov20 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
Poms, Wii114u, Hanley NovS Worthington, Hanley 





Nov 


— 


a — 
Baw.inso: 
Rarnes, F 
Baxrox, JE 
Soxey, W 

arcu! 
SorciarR, F 
Surrn, Hat 


B. 


ABRAHAMS, 
Wells 

ALEXANDE! 
Ord No’ 

BATEMAN, | 
Dock | 


Daviss. Re 
pridd } 


Enetayp, ( 
Otd Nor 

Fuaxmay, 
Court 


Gipxey, Ep 


Ord Nov 
Barrensu’ 
Novi | 
Rayon, Jo 
Pet Nov 
Rumen, Wr 
Nov2 | 
avy Ja 
Pet Oct : 
fara, Eow. 


Srayway, " 
et Nov 











ov <2, to 
Thomas 


) Dec t7, 
aims, to 


to send 

r Henry 
, to seng 

: George 
oventry, 


nd their 
Leach, 


CTURIMG 
Nov 17, 
ist reach 
nd their 
Ba wdea 
uidator 
Nov 
earh the 


nd their 
ochsud, 


urrey st 


ester 


ment 
ister 


ester 


idam & 


New 
i st 


Dec if 


3 Bros, 


nt ot 


w 8q 
















Dowuay, Parker, Patterdale, ' Westmorland, Joiner 
Carlisle 


Nov. 13, 1897. 
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Rawzixsox, Joux, Lancaster Nov 20 Sanderson, Lancaster 

Raynes, Faaxcis, Bawtry, Yorks Nov2i Parkin & Co, Doncaster 

gaxros, Jeremran, East Ardsley, nr Wakefield D2c13 Brearley, Batley 

ay, V Ling t1am Ropert, Bemerton st, Caledonian rd Nov 15 Lingard, Finsbury 
Sy ‘Rossar Kiaxwoop, Forest Hill Dec 10 Morris & Co, Broad st House | 
gurru, Hanniot, Cheltenham Dec1 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 


Sips 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Nov. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aonay ams, Wiiuram, Tunbridge ve Baker Tunbridge 


ells Pet Novi Ord Nov 
ALEXANDER. a ev Kine, Reading Reading Pet Nov3 
Ord Nov 


Pet Novi Ord Nov 
Bayies, Herverr, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Saddler Ipswich 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Biswartt & Sox, Plymouth, Stockbrokers Plymouth Pet 
Oct 22 Ord "Nov 2 
Bioop, Grorcer, oy ae Carpenter Birmiogham 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 


Bowstt, Revsen Jouy, Altrincham, Grocer Manchester 


Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 


Baacex, Evan, and Isaac Bracey, ery Hill, Glos, | 

Pet Nov 2 Ord | 
ov 

Baooxs, Wittiam Isaac, Walsall, Paperhanger Walsall | 


Builders Bristol Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 
Baas, Isaac, Glos, Wheelwright Bristol 
Nov 2 


Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 29 


Cazventoy, Atsert Mitroy, Newport, I of W, Cycle 


Agent Newport Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Cous, Wittram, Cwmbran, Mon, Greengrocer Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Couwitt, Georce, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Cooren, Grorce Wit1iam, Birkenhead Birkenhead Pet 
Nov 1 Ord Novi 

Davizs. Regs, Tylorstown Som, General Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Exe.anv, Groner, Derby, Milkseller Derby Pet Nov 1 


Otd Nov 1 

Fiaxmay, Arntnuk Water, Hornsey, Builder High 
Court Pet Novi Ord Novi 

Gipxey, Epric Aurrep, Ipswich, Dairyman Ipswich Pet 
Nov 2 ov2 

Gray, Marraa Hannan, Blackpool Preston Pet Sept 30 
Ord Nov 1 


Haxweit, Hersert, Bushey, Herts, Provision Dealer St 
Albans Pet Oct6 Ord Nov2 

Hotme, WiLL1am Assueton, Northamptop, Manufacturing 
Chemist Northampton Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov1 

Horwer, Percy Wituiaw, Pontefract, Yorks, Jeweller 
Wakefield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Hurcaixsoy, Francis, Southport, Lancs, Joiner Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 2 

Jay, Gzorce, Swansea, Journeyman Joiner Swansea Pet 

ov2 Ord Nov? 

Locas, Tnomas pode ag Kilburn, Costumier High Court 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Novl 

Meap, Wiu1aM ted Lotuer, Evesham, Worcesters, 
Commission Ag-nt Worcester Pet Nov 1 Ord Novl 

Parker, Grorce, burn, York:, Rural Postman 
Northallerton Pet Noy 1 Ord Nov 1 

Pacxitt, James, Filey, Yorks, Grocer Scarborough Pet 
Nov Ord Nov 1 

Quio.ey, tonen, and Louisa Quiciey 

Tobacconists Kingston upon fruit 

Ord Nov 1 

Barrensury, come Exmouth, Greengrocer Exeter Pet 
Nov1 Ord N Novi 

Rayvor, Joun Jarvis, yruteny, Butcher Nottingham 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Ramer, WittiaM, Wigan, Pattern Maker Wigan Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 

fuzaton, James, Wombwel, Yorks, Bootmaker Barnsley 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 

furs, Eowarp ieee Rhuddlan, Flints, Innkeeper 
Bangor Pet Oct19 Ord Nov 2 

Stanway, Tuomas, Birmingham, Draper 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Stevens, Joun, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov 3 
Ord Nov 3 

froney, James, Staveley, Westmrid, Builder Kendal 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Tests, Hersert, Pad dington, Doctor High Court Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Vincent, Atrrep, Bitton, Glouc’stor, Farmer Bristol 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Warpnox, J Beet, AM Paper Ruler Leeds Pet Oct 
30 Ord Oct 30 

Warre, Caances Eowarp, [eatewath, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Novil Ord N 

Wrxsz, Joux, Newi Eien, Builder High Court 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Nov 1 


Amended notice substituted for St published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 2: 
Wesriey, Joux, Harborne, Birmin: ham, Cabinet Maker 
Birmingham Pet Oct 29 Ord 


FIRST +live daa 
Axsrze, Manoanret, Bri Glam, Watchmaker Nov 
16 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
peck, Al.BXANDER, Middleborough Ironmonger Nov 
Wat3 Off Ree, a eee rd, Middiesborough 
24, Eowarp, 2, Builder Nov 17 at 11 Of 
Rec, 9, King st, Maidston: 
Nov 


ton upon 
et Novi 


Birmingham 


Wat3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, C 


Bankruptcy 
| CHERSERIGHT, ay a Wolverhampton, Gene 
BATEMAN, ae et, Amroth, Puutecia, Grocer Pembroke | Dra; 
Dock | 


Sutueatanp, Resecca, Bator 
Surro#, Samuust, Haslington, 











Brisson, Tom Henry, Christchurch, Southampton, Farmer 
Nov 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, u 
moans, See Francis Woxrs, Hull, Stoke, Suffolk 
‘ov 


Cuantver, Daniet, Chariwood, Surrey, Farmer Nov 12 at 
11.30 24, Railway uy SPD. London 
Cuersenicut, Hers ames, Wol m, Draper 
‘ov 16 at 2.30 st 


Nov Carey st 
Crarx, Marzo, Wow Broad st, way tractor Nov 
2 Bankru 


oy y whey, hag | Nov 12 
st, Manchester 


Crowes, Mark, and 
at 3.30 Off Byrom st, 


Cn, Grorce WILura™, a Butcher Nov i5at 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, 

yee E Ricuarp Tuomas, Les ‘estiniog, Merioneth, 

Journeyman Butcher Nov 16 at 1.45 et Hall, 


Ducxworrs, Cuartes, Harriseahead, Staffs Nov 12at 11 
Reo, Newenstlo under Lyme 
Ewouanp, » Gasnee, , Milkseller Nov 12 atil Off 


St Mary’s Derby 

Georae, } > heme Ceci, Taorne, Sasnien at, Coventry st, 
Nov 12at 12 

Grevite, yp og Ulverston, Su Doatist Nov 12 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Haman, Home tape Wellbrook, Peterchurch, Farmer 
Nov 12at12 2, Offa st, or 

Havencrort, Georce Wit, j upon Hull, 
Agent Nov 12 at 11 Of Ree, ity House lane, 


Hall 

Hivxcauirve, James Atraep, Pudsey, wae. 7 Joiner Nov 
15at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor Bal 

a Sa Alton, Lancs, H ae iene Nov 15 at 





4, st, 
eee S.. Fatpenice Joux, Waterloo, Lancs, Grocer 
Nov 17 at $8 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Li 
Latta, ALexampsr, Hi Cheshire, Yacht Builder 
Nov 16at12 Off 36, Victoria st, 
Losst, ArTuus, Shi Merchant 
eum a Batley Garr, York, Builder Nov 12 at 
NGBOTTOM, JOE, ler Nov 
3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, B 


ae Tomas WIttiam, © 

2. Bankruptcy Carey 

Marsuatt, Perse, a Didgs, Nov 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, 

Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
’ 


mier Nov 12 at { 


Metvituz, Georcs Cioven, Manchester, Auctioneer Nov | 
12 at 2.30 Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Moreay, Owen, Swansea, Hotel Nov 12 at 12 
of 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Pvant, Jous qo Btuffs, Farmer Nov 12 at 10.3) 
on Newcastle under en lon 

et ae et nea Bedtord ocer Nov 18 at 

Rica, Cuaaces Jamas, Leeds, is Bnd ataker Nov 17 at i 


ys 
Riesy, Tames, on Oe ae Earthenware Manufacturer 
Nov 12ati2 Of ‘Rec, Neweastle under Lym2 
Bie eda Bole Wigan, Pattern Maker Nov i6at3 | 
Rouirmsox phan ag Whitki be nad Farmer Nov 16 at 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Pa. Heagsest Eowix, Byathwark, bad Provision Mer- | 
chant Novi5at12 Bankruptcy Carey st 
ournalist Nov | 
ton 


Spree, Water Haroip, Hove, 
12ati2 Off Rec, Pavilion bi 
Sraruine, Janes Waurer, Lower heringham, Norfolk, | 
noes Nov 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King 
Taomas, Ricnarp, oy Bemen, Builder Nov 15 at | 
2.30 Bankruptcy bi Son Gaees? 
Toury, Janz Ruova, deel, "Bucks Noy 17 at 3.30 | 
Off Rec, 94, Fisher st, Carlisle’ 
Tuayer, WAurer Geraun, West Norwood, Tyre Maker 
Nov 17 at 2.30 ‘y bldgs, 
Lanes, Builder Nov 17 at | 


Waker, Sauvet, Droyl 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom | 
Warrirow, Wiiuram Rosert, Weston super Mare, Cycle 
way Hotel, 


Nov 12 at 12.30 The George 
Victoria st, Bristol 
Wesenceart, R H, Great Winchester st Nov 17 at 12 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apaauams, Wituiam, Tunbridge Wells, Baker Tan>ridge | 
Pet Novi Ord Novi 
nase Gen Pembroke, Gcocer Pembrok: 
a a ene Ord Nov 1 elk, eeu | 
AYLES, Herpert, rae bur Saddler w 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 i 
Boop, Gore. 
Pet Nov 1 "Ord Now 3 
Boarpmay, Jouy, 


Carpenter Birmingham | 


well, or a. reeling Case | 
Maker Bolton Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 
Bowes, ome, Maidstone, Builder Maidstone Pet 





Bowstr, Revpex oe Altrincham, Grocer Manchester | 
Pet Nov 2 Nov 2 
Brats, Isaac, Hill, Glos, Wheelwright Bristol Pet | 
B = =, path WwW Stoke, Suffolk ats 
nowse, Henry Feancis Wor 
Court Pet Oct Ord Oct 30 0 | 








pl Decs Farrer & Co, Lindoln’s inn fields © r 
, Farmer Decl0 Robt Bygott & Sons, Sandbach 


Waos, Ricuarp Buayey, Seym vur st, Portman sq Decl5 Wade, Old Jewry 

Warp, Watornestey Rvssgut, Throgmorton avenue Nov 10 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Warxins, Toomas Cuicasts Banonave, Brecon Nov 30 Holt & Co, Lintoln’s inn 

Wesr, the Rev Wasusourye, Notting Hill Dec%i Robinson, Oxford 


Rooper & Whately, 


Cc A Muttox, RB: loft W, Agent 
Mt ompott Pet Nov Ord Now's senginee 





Co: Luu, Cwmbra Newport 
a ect aanery Come 
Cotwit, Groras, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Now 8 4 ‘ 
Coop: Gap 5 journeym 
pa bates Bihan 8 Glam, General Dealer, Pont 
“" praldel Nov Ord nieve Y 
Milkeeller Darby Pet Nov i 


nacre Gsones, Derby. 
Ord Nov 1 


i Paagees ARTHUR eis Hornsey, Builder High Court 


G A Her), Ook Bork Dairy Ipswich Pot 
IDNSY, LFRED, min 
Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 . - 


Gaevits, Caartes, Ulverston, Surgeon Dentist Ulvers- 
ton Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 29 

Haretsos, Wittiam Josern Sunien Town, Butcher 
Court Pet Oct15 Ord Nov 


Ho Wits Assusronx, | ~ ASS ufac- 
‘tad Chemist Northampton Pet Nor 1 Ord 
‘ov 


Horners, Peacy Witttam, one Yorks, Jeweller 
Wakefield Pet Nov 2 

Jay so tate y® hd ay _ ae Swansea Pet 
Nov 2 Nov 2 


Meap, Witttam Mastis Lurace, Evesham, Wurcester- 
oo, Commission Agent Worcester Pet Nov1 Ord 
‘ovl 


Parken, Geonae, ey careem, © Xai, Rend Postman North- 
Paourry, cae, fle Filey, "ha _ i Scarborough Pet 


Powst., A. -£ , 
Pet 


*s 


% Ord 
am, Draper Bire 


ov 
Qu , Lassern, and Louisa Quiater, Kieoers ape 
"Hull: Tobacgonista Kingston upon ‘Hull’ Pet Nov 1 


Ord Nov 1 
Rapritrr, Wituiam, Bootnaker Leicester 
“pet Oct 13 wae 


BRarrensury, James, Exmouth, Greengrocer Exeter Pet 
| Novi Ord Novi 


Raywyon, Jons Jarvis, Worksop, Butcher Nottingham 
“Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 


Riosy, James, Milton, Marthenware Manufacturer 
ODiclon Bet Oot ia, Ord Oot Bp 


| Bore, TLLIAM, Wigea, Pattern Maker Wigan Pet 
le Nov2 Fy Nor ‘ 
AMUSE: BW! Peete, Commission Agen! 
Bristol vi Balan, 23 Ord Nov 
Grose, Wares Hazon, Hove, * soeraddist Bright on 


Oct 28 Nov 3 
oem, nt, Seam, Sa » Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 


Sooner, a ose p~ » ~- \pecapsatecpenmes Builder Kendal 

| Tuuacer, & wn ee oe Cale High 
Court Pet Bept 22 Ord Nov 

Wainate, Weustn, Lacks, Pages Rates Leeds . Pet Oct 

Ww 4 *, dons, Birmingham, Cabiact Maker Birmin 
£STLEY, JOHN, ex Birming- 

Ww enon Ons Hee) Handsworth, Staffs, Gr i 
ate, Coastes Eowaro ¢, Grocor 

Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

Wicitrams, Ecce Barsara, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June 15 Ord Novi 


Wooocock, Caa Pimlico rd, Grocer Wandsworts 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 3 
Amended notice for that published in the 


| Sratxcrorp, Rorsar seit | Maro Manu- 


Pet Augi9 Ord 
London Gasette.—Tunsvay, Nov. 9 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALAsoxg, vi~y Waren, Clissold Park Edmonton Pet 
‘ov 


Oct 4 
Bevi, Witt, Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 
8 Ord Nov 


Seaene Joux, yt Se Blackburn Pet Nov5 Ord 


ov5 
Curvens aunnie Joux, Bristol Bristol Pet Nov4 Ord 


Cus, } Avpgy, Dudley, Worcester, 
Maker Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 rn red 
Brows, Ti Dsvon, Coal Mer- 


Cocu Rosert 
RANE, 
| One, ee Snodland, 


| Coors, Rossrt param, . Sencbasongh, Draper S:arborough 
Pet Nov4 Ord Ni 


_covigon, Samga, Ratwond, Nott, Drape Derby Pet 


Sen Gott Midi Newcastle on 


Davison, James 
Tyne N 


Pet Nov 4 
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Dusewsu, Wie Wussen, Goole, Yorks Wakefield Pet Nov 


Fow.en, bd and Taomas Warsow Muarny, Sheffield 
Tailors Sheffield Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 4 
Gu,  / = am. a us. | Worcester West Brom- 


GrLLpoR» yoine a. Wet Bridgford, i Yarn 
Nottingham Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Gopwis, jee Warten, poe st hill, Printer High 


Haron, J W. Bradford, Wool Merchant Bradford Pet 
Oct 15 Ord Nov4 
Hasraint,¢ Cuanves Frepericx Boxxgy, Grosvenor Club, 
st High Court Pet Oct12 Ord Nov5 
Hits, Wiu1u1am Epwarp, Ondine rd, East Dulwich, 
Publican Court Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Horszy, Auserrt, rnemouth, Builder Poole 
26 Ord Nov5 
ee eae * Co, Manchester Manchester Pet Oct 15 


5 
Jouxsox, Janus, Needwood, Staffs, Labourer Burton on 
Trent Pet NovS Ord Nov5 
Kant, Jonx, Weinesbury, Staffs, Butcher Walsall Pet 
‘ov? Ord Nov? 
law Rarerarcx, on, Eoteey Sate, Gantt Draper Brad- 


See os Brrap, Gracechurch st, Printer High 
M: Court Pet 20 Ord Nov3 
LL 


V, Angel se Gute Stockbroker 
Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 3 
Mrrcung.yt, Water Swiee, and Wiittam Heasert Mit- 
—., Halifax, Bakers Halifax Pet Nov 4 Ord 
lov 4 
Mynuger, Witttam Henry, Ramegete, Smackowner 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 
Nasca, Isivor, Whitechapel rd, Engineer High Court 
Pet Sept 10 Ord Nov 4 
Cams, fous, Cross st, Findbury High Court Pet Nov 4 
Ne 


4 
Own, ayy Wrexham, Builder Wrexham Pet 
5 ‘ov 5 

Seeman Curisroraer Vrvrax, mPa, Devon, Artist 
Exeter Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 

Porter, Taomas Witciam, Derby, ‘Coal Merchant Derby 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 ; 

Revert, Cuances, St Leonard's on Sea, Tvbacconist 

Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 

Rockxmas, Francesca Evsiz, Banbw Summ, Schoolmis- 
tress Banbury Pet Nov 4 Ori 

Rogers, Coitixs, & Co, Crooked lane, Tes , ae High 
teuieen tate 15 Age s Sesete 
AVID, ~ e ‘armer, abridge 

Roosmelis ‘Pet Nov ¢ "Gel nor 


Rowciman, Jouw Fixtay, Gt anes st, Journalist High 
Court Pet Nov 5 Nov 5 
Berges, # A, Ceesthens Wandsworth Pet Sept 30 Ord 
lov 4 
Rpeusen, Lowe, 3 Hanley, Staffs, Baker Hanley Pet Oct 
21 
Sew, spon, Colchester, Fancy Draper Colches- 
ter Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Surru, Sam, Red Lion st, St 8 he the East, Baker 
Pet Oct 14 Ord 
Sense, Jouy, Buxted, Sussex ny Pt Oct 16 Ord 
lov 5 
Srovotp, Arrnuue Cuagtes, Bristol, Tailor’s Cutter 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 5 
Sraavoeuan, Joun, Bensham, Gateshead, Mlerk Newcastle 
on Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Tatuau, 8 Bousriztp, K , Electrical Engineer 
High Court Nov 4 


Pet Oct 16 Or 
Tuomas Taritix & Co, Cheapside High Court Pet Sept 3 
Ord Nov 4 


Tuaner, gacaee Eowarp, Burnley Burnley Pet Nov 4 
Vox Vern, Max, Aldeburgh, Suffolk High Court Pet 
Oct7 Ord 


Nov 4 

Waxerizip, Witt Baryet, Newnham, Warwicks, 
Farmer en Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 

Warp, Argraur Asgvort, Bu , Insurance Agent Burn- 

WwW pty nod 6 ond Bev 5 W, Green N rt 

OLY: BORGE, ’ grocer ‘ewpo! 

Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Waicurt, Witt1am, Nottingham, Music Teacher Notting- 
ham Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Yates, Coaaies Movtvixe, New Crofton, Yorks, Butcher 
Wakefield Pet Octis Pet Nov 5 


Amended notice substituted for int anes in the 
London Gazette of Sept. 


Hucues, Owen, Liverpool, Joiner ie Pet Sept 10 
Ord Sept 20 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 


Lzapes, Astuvs, Roman rd, Old Ford, Bootmaker High 
Court Rec Ord July 24,1897 Adjud July 24 Rese & 
Annul Nov 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avexanper, Sauvet Kiva, Reading Nov 16 at 12 Queen's 


Bayues, Hianaxs7, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Saddler Nov 19 
at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, I Ipswich 

Berstox, Joun Surru, Manchester, Costume Manufac- 

turer Novi7at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Bg: oO eg sirinity Hull, Grocer N >" t 
LIVE ov 16a 

pati? oF yh a, Btaple Hill, G) 
CRY. AN, aac Bracey, Glos, 
Builders ‘Nov 17 at 11.30 Of Reo, Baldwin st, 

Braxeriz.p, Caanrves, easton, Kent Nov 17 at 10.15 Of 

9, King st, Maidston 

Brats. ey Staple Hill, Glos, Wheelwright Nov 17 at 12 
Off R Rec, Ba’: win st, Bristo 

Curvens, THom 5 Joux, Bristol, Builder Novi7ati Off 

Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cuarp, CHARLES, ey — Novi7at3 24, Rail- 

‘way app, 


| Watprox, Wiis, 


Cove, Witiiam, Apefiend, Kent Nov 17 at 1030 Of 
Gm sat thew, Hie Harborough, Leicester, 
Cort, Cuaaies 
Baker Norte af 'B30" “OM Heer 1 Berndge st, 
Cross, Joux Asusy, Newcastle on T Hosier Tyne 17 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, st, Weteeaiie cn 
Fcaxmay, Astave Waurer, Hornsey, Builder Nov 16 16 at 
12 Bankru Carey st 


ruptey 
Gipyey, wey ALFRED,  toewich, Dai Noy 19 at 
10.50 Off Rec, 36, Princes st; Foam 
Gopwis, ‘eae Watrer, New st 1 Printer Nov 17 
at 12 
Hawcock, Joux, tai. ker Nov 2iat3 Of 
Hassett, "Henperr, | Bushey, Pro’ oe Dever | Bev 16 at 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Havin Caanune Fatonsion Boxrex Grosvenor a 
ov 
Dale, Pains Nor 


Hi. a Wittras Eowarp, East 
¢2.30 Bankraptey 
ordhaapion, Manufacturing 


Seem, WituraM Assueron, 
page Nov 17 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Sheep 


st, Northampten 
Isranim, Tasso, & Co, Manchester Nov iGat3 Off Rec, 
B Manchester 


yrom 
i Max, inaieebans Merchant Nov 19 at 11 
Coimore row, 


Seataie, Tomas, bddpory Dart, Coal Coal Doo ai Nov 16 
at oe a of ess st, 
Jonseos, . Meu, Wor! . Plumber Nov 17 at 2.30 


Kwieat, CHar.es, Newport, Lof W, Photographer Nov 16 
at12 Off Rec, Bowne Let Wight 

Leaver, Taomas ook urch st, Printer Nov 16 at 
ll 


Bankruptey bl aa Boot 
got Dealer Nov 16 at 12 


Lewis, aed soa 
=e nt 
ny, Warrington, Wire Rope 
Maker aps ee Court house, Upper Bank st, 


Massey, tt. 
Meap, Waluas Martixs Luraere, Evesham, Worcesters, 
Commission Agent Noy 18 at 11.80 Off Rec, 45, Copen- 
Wo mae 
ct, Outside Stockbroker 
Nov 16 at 2.30 RX. Sige Carey 
Menren, Masaanen, Scarborough eNov 17at3 Off Rec, 
74, New 
Oame, Joun, Cross st, Nov 16 at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st * ; 2 
umraegy, Llangefni, Anglesey, Farmer Nov 17 
Ship Hotel , ; 
Baker Novi7 at 3 Of 
a 


Prrragp, BaLowry, 

v 

week, Devons, Artist 
ot 





hagen 
Miter, Eaxest G 


Owsgs, 


Pormam, Crmsroraee Vyvvyay, 
Sat 10.30 Off Rec, 13, 


circus, Exeter 
end Suite Wituan, Derby, Coal Merchant Nov 16 
at2.30 Off Ree, 40, 8t Mary's 


Derby 
Powe, ALBERT gm i Heath, . 
| a oa Agent Nov 18 + li 23, *Colmore row, 


Quieter, uae, and Louisa Quiauey, Ki 
» Tobacconists Nov 16 at 11 Of 
8 house lane, was ee a omy ye F 
e.py, Geonoe WitL1am CoLemay, t, Farmer 
Nov 16 at 3 24, Railway app, Laden 
Sewe.t, Faxpgrick, Colchester 
Princes st, 


irancy Draper om Nov 17 at 
2 Off Ree, 36 


, hb 
Surrs, Davin Beexes, hay omy oF Provision Dealer 
oe ee at 12 County Court bidgs, Sheep st, North- 
ampton 


Srovo.tp, Arsruur Caarces, Bristol, Sofer's Cutter Nov 
17 at3 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bris 
Vincert, ALFagp, ea Gloucester, 
2 Baldwin st, Bristol 
Ruler Mov 18 at il 
22, Park row, 
a Bruton st Nov 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
wano,! Wut West \ Bromaich, Paddler Nov 24 at il 


orth a> ™ Ship Broker 


Weer "Waldie, tg 

Nov 18 at 12 Bankruptcy t 

Waxerietp, Wittiam Baxnett, by, Nov 16 

at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coven 

Witxinsox, Ropert Cuaayuey, esti York, Coal 
Merchant Nov 17 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 

Wi orm Oxo Newport, I of W, G: N 

ours, Grorce, New o jreengroc >r ov 16 

atll Off Rec, Newport, I of W 

welbnie Conn Pile aia rocer Nov 17 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asexauenn, Reuse Kiyo, Raading Reading Pet Nov 

3 Ord 4 


‘ov 
Asnrorb, Frevenick, Stoke upon Trent, Licensed Victual- 
ler Oct 15 Ord Nov3 
Baxer, Henry, Upper Norwood High Court Pet Oct 20 
Ord Nov 3 


Beit, Witttam, Northallerton Stockton on Tees Pet 
B eg 4 dd Dewsb: Ins 
erry, Atma Josern, ws! . jurance t 
Blackburn Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 mer 
Westmrld, Joiner Carlisle 


Blackburn Pet Nov5 Ord 


mm upon 
, Trinity 


= Nov 17 at 


Wayeese 


Bowman, Parkes, 

Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 5 
Buwxa tt, Jons, Accrington 

Nov 5 
Curegsenicut, Hersert i Wolverham 
ome Tuomas Jony, Bristol Buistol Pet Nov4 Ord 

ova 
Wor 

Maker Dudley Pet {Nora baleen m Sper Bag 

Cour, Witttam, Snodland, Kent Mai 
4 

Cooper, Soanee Bayas, Scart 4. ough, D Scar h 

Pet Nov3 Ord Nov5 Wasp iunaids sett 


Wolverhampton Ord Nov 5 
Crank, Heatow Appry, 
Pet Nov4 
Ord Nov 
Cov.son, Sauvet, ceed, Notts, Draper Derby Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 , 





pton, Draper_ 





Davisox, James ort, South Shields, D: ae 
ant onTyne Pet Nov4 Ord 

Dean, Georcz Eowanp, Wyke Regis, Dorset, i 
Dorchester Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 4 4 

cure, 7a gras, Geske, Yorks Wakefield Pet 


Grora Gases Ceci. Taoane, Oxenden st, Covi 
High Court Pet July 26 Ord N 
ee Diana, 
Pet Nov . Ord 
— James Scorr + Weed Bri 
am ov ? 
Gaay, , hey nd Blackpoo! 


ova 

Hawwect, Heaseat, Dade, Provision Dealer 8t A 
Pet Oct 5 Ord 

Jouyson, i tll Staffs, T.abourer 
Trent Pet No v5 Ord Nov5 

Lawes, Heapert, Greenwich, Hay Merchant Gre 
Pet gp omy Ord Nov 2 

Lawra 
Pet 


Littiey, 


Grit, 
wv 


ford, Notts, ¥ 
rd Nov6 ’ 


ester, Grocer 


zones Janes Witwer, Ottery St Mary, D 
Tron: Exeter Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov5 
Mircag.t, atten Swirge, and Wi.uas ne a 
Mrrcaert, Halifax, Bakers Halifax 
Ord Nov 4 : 
Mywuegee, Wittiam Heyry, Ramagate, Smacke 
Canterb Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 5 5 
Orme, Jony, 7 sst, Finsbury High Court Pet 3 
‘ov 


Porsam, Curistoragr Vyvyan, Sock, Devon, 
Exeter Nov5 Ord Nov ; 
Porrer, Taomas WILLIAM, Derby. Coal Merchant J 
Pet. Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 : 
Revect, Cuarces, St Leonard’s on Sia, Tobacs 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov6é ; 
Rocers, Davip, Mayfield, Sussex, Farmer 
Wel's Pet Nov6é Ord Nové ; 
ae FA, Streatham Wandsworth Pet Sept 27 @ 


Govmes, Potenaens, Colchester, Fancy Draper Cole 
Nov 4 


Sreavenay, Joun, Gateshead, Clerk Newcastle on 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6 
Tataam, S Bovsrie.v, Kensington, Electrical 
T mn Pet Oct 16 Som < 4 
15B8IT3, Herpert, ‘addington High¢ 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


Toryer, ALBERT a mae Grinder Burnley 
Nov 4 Nov4 ; 

Wakeritecp, Wituiam Bagxetr, Rugby, + aa M 
turer Coventry Pet Novi Ord Nov1 

Warp, Argruvur Arsorr, Boraiey, Insurance Agent 

Wall, ernen Lect Ts Aah, N 

otre, Georoe, Ne ° reengrocer 

and le Nov4 Ord Noy ° 

Waicar, Wiican, Notti a Msi Teacher N 
ham Pet Nov5 Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Sumser, Marruzw Henay, Claremont rd, Forest 
High Court Adjud Oct 23, 1893 Annul Aug 12, 








Royal 8vo, 20s. 
HE PUBLIC HEALTH LAW 
ENGLAND, py D, AND SCOTLAND. 
the Third Volume “ Stevenson and Murphy’s 
on Hygiene and Public Health.” 
°° csenine’ Teal eth this work are written by gen 
ability, each of whom is oft all 
in rr tion of the law of that of the © 
Kingdom to which his article re! ‘or ; 
reasons, ; the wamnen of tie anthess do sat 


London: J. & A. Cuvacuit, 7, Great Marlboro 


LA®: -—A Registrar, Country County Cc 
wishes to take London Solicitor’s Son as 
Clerk and Guest in exch: for own son, articled 
par" Sn oan during his last year’s 
Agents,— Address, Lrx, Bosworth, 


is Solicitor desires Re-engageme 

Office; Chancery, Common Law, © 
— een and LL.B. (Lond.).—Apply, ¥ 
Bates, Hendy, & Co., 37, Walt rook, B.C. ‘ 


ANTED.—Smart Solicitor, well upy 
Conmagensiog, Advocacy, and General : 
Work, including the County Court Practice; 
salary and com S.2. on profits; must fureie® 
references.—Apply, by letter, Wnalieg salary 
and ewe to M. C., “* Solicitors’ Journal, a 











ANTED, Copies of the “} 
”? No. 13 of Vol. 44, dated Janu 

1896; 6d. say we be paid for same at the 0 

Chancery. 


OWNERS, ‘SOLICITORS, and EST. 
AGENTS. —Wanted, to rent or purchase, fleste ; 
Premises, well adapted for fastery purposes; 
must be on space gocupying from 10,009 square J 
to 15,000 square yards; must close 
to main cvkdavesy supply 


= Fcker, oy Nia dress, B., care of 
peer Provincial Menatecauelll 
—Handsome modern 


z wy 
, 


| nw way eta L E.C. 








